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INTRODUCTION, 



Cbbovoimt, or the science of the computation of time, is a subject 
to which few persons have turned their attention. The generality 
eyen of those whose reading is tolerably extensiyey take eyerything 
of this nature on trust. And, from the disregard which they 
manifest to this department of human inquiry, it would almost seem 
as if they had adopted the maadm of Ydtaire, that ** chronology is a 
collection of bladders of wind." It is true, that, in this age of light 
and sentimental literature, notwithstanding its boasted march of 
intellect^ we can hardly expect that a subject which requires any- 
thing more than a passing thought, will command much attention. 
It is, howeyer, neyertheless, desirable that the members of Christian 
churches especially, should know something concerning those periods 
of time of which they read in those Sacred Oracles to which they 
rightiy attach so much importance. And, although the pressure of 
secular concerns, or want of taste, may indispose them to drag 
through a bulky yolume, they may at least manage to deyote a few 
hours to a dissertation which, while it will not oyertax their mental 
Acuities, win put them in possession of a tolerable amount of 
information on the subject. 

It need not be concealed, that the ensuing pages may probably 
disturb the hereditary and prescriptiye notions (^some of my readers; 
but, if such should be the case, it is time that their notions were 
disturbed ; and the man who cannot bear to haye his notions dis- 
turbed, is neyer likely to aniye at truth. 

The common system of chronology taught in the pulpits and 
schools of this country, and which has unfortunately been inserted 
in the margin of our Bibles, is that of Archbishop Usher. This 
system owes its eztensiye preyalence partly to the influence of a 
great name, and partly to an anti-papistical prejudice. As a system 
f oxmded upon eyidence and argunent, it is miserably defectiye and 
erroneous ; and its inconsistency with the sacred oracles, and eyen 
with common sense, is obyious to eyery one who has impartially 
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examined it. It is based almost entirely on ascertained Babbinical 
eomiptions ; and, consequently, as a theory of biblical chronology, 
it is in many respectcf worse than nseless. The blind esteem, how- 
ever, with which this system has been regarded in this country for 
two centuries, is now cotisiderably diminished. Chronologers gene- 
rally, indeed, have already rejected it ; and in many cases where its 
list of dates is still given, another list, which carries the Creation 
1^500 years farfber back, is placed by its side. This approximaticm 
to a more correct view of tte suliject, Is the restdt of the labours of 
Dr. Jackson, Dr. Hales, and Bishop Knssell, whose researches have 
exposed the errors of the Archbishop, and shed a flood of light upon 
the entire history of the question. Becently, a distinguished lay- 
gentleman in the Wesleyan body has taken up the subject ; and in a 
work entitled " Sacred Annals," in five volumes, he has not only 
adopted an improved chronological system, but in a preliminary 
dissertation has assigned substantial reasons for so doing. This 
is a work which ought to have a place in every library, both 
public and private. Its publication constitutes an era in the literary 
history of Hetkodism ; and, although I differ from its author on 
some questions in chronology^ I nevertheless regard both this, and 
his other works, as the most valuable contribution to Wesleyan 
literature that has yet appeared. The Wesleyan or London Eeview, 
also^ in two articles, has adverted to the subject of Biblical Chron- 
ology, and expressed itsdf deeidedly in favour of the extended 
system of the Septuagint numbers. And then, in a new edition of 
the English Bible, by Blackader, now issuing from the press, the 
system of Usher is entirely abandoned, and that of Bishop Eussell, 
who places the Creation B.C. 6^441, is adopted. All these are facts 
which cannot fail to have considerable influence on the reading and 
reflecting portion of Protestant Christians ; and the publication of 
Blackader's Bible, especially, is a circumstance which, it is to be 
hoped, will oontribute much to the removal of the Usherian dates 
from all other copies of the sacred scriptures. 

With regard to this Bible, however, it must be remarked that it 
is exposed to the charge of being self-^contradictory. The dat^ 
given by the editor are those of the Septuagint, whereas the dates 
given in the text are those of the Hebrew. The text states that 
Adam was 130 years old when Seth was bom,'where^ the editor 
states that Adam was 280 years old at Utiat Hme ; and thus the 
editor occupies the awkward position of apparent antagonism to the 
'scriptures. It is true, he informs us that from an examination of 



I 



• •• 



fhe salrject he has aniyed at the conviction that the Septnagint 
contaiuB the correct scriptuxe datee, and, consequently, that the 
fiehrew dates are incorrect ; but such being the case, why has he 
not given the correct dates in the text ? On what rational principle 
is an ascertained chronological corruption to be perpetuated in the 
sacred oracles, when the means of correcting it are clearly disco- 
vered ? I know of no reason for this, which is not equally cogent 
for perpetuating the corruptions of Christianity by the papacy. If 
the Hebrew numbers firom the creation to the birth of Terah are 
incorrect, — and that they are is now the united judgment of the 
most eminent ohronologersy — ^then by all means those numbers 
ought to be corrected, and the sooner fliey are corrected the better. 
This is clearly a duty ; and to neglect this duty seems to me like a 
practical disregard of divine truth, and a depreciation of those means 
of purifying the scriptures from Eabbinical corruptions, which an 
ever-watchful providence has placed in our hands. It is to be re- 
gretted, therefore, that the learned editor of the publication in 
question has not given the correct numbers in the text as well as in 
his chronological table. The publication, however, notwithstanding, 
is an important step in advance of any previous Protestant edition 
of the Bible ; and the editor merits both the thanks and the patronage 
of the religious public. 

But, while I rejoice in the great iaiparoveiBentB which have been 
made towards a true theory of Bible ehr<moIogy, by Jackson, Hales, 
Bussell, and Smith, and others ; I am ftiUy eooavinced that their 
B3rstems of dates are still too low. This conviction has not been 
hastily arrived at; it is the result of a patient and, I trust, an 
impartial investigation of the subject; and I shall be mistaken if the 
ensuing pages do not produce a similar conviction on the minds of 
some of my readers. As to the adoption of the Septuagint numbers 
prior to the time of Abraham, we are agreed; but, with regard to 
some of the subsequent periods, it seems to me that these esteemed 
authors have been misled by the errors of Josej^us. For some 
time, indeed, I adopted their conclusions; supposing that Josephus 
must be regarded as a competent authority, although I could not 
close my eyes to the irreconcilablaness of Josephus' dates with the 
statements of the sacred writers. Subsequent inveBtigation, how- 
ever, and especially the discovery of the errors and self-contradiction 
of Josephus, together with the management that was required in 
dealing with certain scripture statements, and the obvious violation 
of the principles of common consistency, convinced me that the 
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fheoriefsi of these authorSy wifh regazd to the periods in question^ 
must be erroneous. I have, therefore, taken the liberty to diflBBr 
from them,— to prefer the sacred writers to Jo66phns,-^and to adopt 
a chronology which I believe to be strictly consonant not only with 
the scriptoresy but likewise with the chronology of Egypt, which 
the authors before mentioned have been obliged to dispose of in the 
most summary and unsatis&otory manner. Ab these questions, 
howerer, are discussed at considerable length in their proper place, 
it is unnecessary here to make any ftuUier remarks. 

Haying been accustomed from early life to regard the authorised 
version of the scriptures as the infallible and unadulterated Word of 
God, the discovery of discrepancies and corruptionB produced at first 
a painM impression on my mind. Subsequent inquiry, however, 
soon convinced me that these discrepancies and corruptions were the 
work, not of the inspired writers, but of the Mlible, and in some 
cases unprincipled, scribes and translators ; and that God had in his 
providential wisdom and mercy provided ample means by which 
these mistakes and errors, whether designed or undesigned, might 
be rectified,* and the scriptures rendered substantially as perfect as 
the sacred writers left them. It soon became evident, too, that the 
corruptions which existed were confined to what in some respects 
may be called the non-essential parts of the scriptures, and that the 
preceptive and doctrinal parts of revelation were preserved inviolate; 
so that the inquiry has given birth to a confidence in the divinity of. 
scripture truth, based on a foundation infinitely superior to mere 
prescription. I am convinced, therefore, that the more the sacred 
arades are flairly sifted and criticised, the more they will command 
the assent and confidence of a sincere and honest mind. 

The great Dr. Parr has somewhere said, that, *' They who speak 
truth, however discovered, have a right to be heard; they who assist 
others in discovering it, have the yet higher claim to be applauded.'' 
Setting aside some of the terms here emyloyed as too bombastical, 
and calculated perhaps to foster a spirit of arrogance, the sentim^t 
is worthy of attention. The writer of the following pages believes 
that what he has written is the truth, and therefore be hopes that 
his arguments and conclusions will be seriously considered; and 
should any of his conclusions be deemed erroneous in the judgment 
of his readers, if they should nevertheless contribute to the attain*' 
ment of truth by other chronological inquirers, the object of the 
writer will be suffidentiy accomplished. 
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CHAPTER L 

DIVINE INSPIRATION IN REFERENCE TO BIBLE CHRONOLOGY, 

Ths discussion of several questions includedin Saered Chronology is 
80 closely connected with the doctrine of the divine inspiration pf the 
Scriptures, that some remarks on the subject seem indispensable. 
That the sacred writers were divinely inspired, and that " all Scrip- 
ture is given by inspiration of Gk>d," are truths so clearly taught in 
the Scriptures, that they must be regarded as indisputable and fiin- 
damental. The questions to be settied therefore, are first. To what 
subjects did the inspiration of the sacred writers extend? and 
secondly. In what sense was all Scripture given by inspiration ? 

As to the first, To what subjects did the inspiration of the sacred 
writers extend ? In answering this question, it will be allowed I 
presume, on all hands, that some limitation must be made. That 
the sacred writers were inspired to teach truth on all subjects con- 
nected with the spiritual and et^nal interests of man, not discoverable 
by unassisted human inquiry, is a position capable of all the proof 
which the nature of the case requires. In their instructions therefore 
on the doctrines of theology, and on the moral and religious duties 
that devolve on man, the sacred writers were infallible; and thia 
aj^ars to be the proper and legitimate province of inspiration. 
But whether their inspiration, i,e\, in the sense of inMlibility, ex- 
tended beyond the province of morals and theology, is, to say the least, 
very doubtful ; while it is certain that there were some matters to which 
it did not extend. For example, although the sacred writers were in- 
fallible in teaching moral and religious duty, they were not infallible in 
ike practice of what they taught ; Moses, David, Solomon, and Jonah, 
may be cited as instances, and even Peter dissembled to such an 



axtent that Paul found it necessary to reproTe him in public. Nor 
did their inspiration prevent them from mistakes of judgment in 
mattery of minor importance, as is evident from the fact of the dif- 
ference of opinion between Paul and Barnabas respecting John Mark. 
It is doubtM too, whether any intelligent theologian of the present 
day, will suppose that the sacred writers were inspired to teach 
astronomy, geology, or any other of the physical sciences. Truth, 
on subjects of this nature is the result of human investigation and 
rational induction, and not of supernatural revelation ; and to apply 
to the Scriptures for information on the physical sciences, would be 
just as sensible and just as consistent as to apply to the physical 
sciences for information on the doctrines of the gospel. If, therefore, 
the inspiration of the sacred writers did not extend to their moral 
and religious conduct, nor to their judgment and opinions on minor 
matters ; and if they were not inspired to teach astronomy, or geology, 
or any of the physical sciences, it can hardly be supposed that they 
were inspired to teach chronology, since chronology is as foreign to 
moral duty and theological doctrine, as the physical sciences are ; 
and far more so than moral conduct and opinions on matters of pru- 
dence. Besides, the very design of inspiration, (if the inspired 
truth is intended for posterity,) impHes the uncorrupted preservation 
and transmission of the truth; for if such truth maybe corrupted, either 
by the fraud or mistake of subsequent transcribers, so as to render it 
impossible to know what was originally intended, it is clear that the 
design of inspiration is completely nullified, and therefore of no ser- 
vice at the present day. 

Now, that corruptions of this nature have occurred in the chrono- 
logy, admits of no question. Take for example, 1 Kings, vi. c. 1 v. 
where we are told, that from the Exodus to the fourth year of 
Solomon, there were 480 years current ; and yet if we turn to the 
particulars of the period as recorded in other parts of the Old Tes- 
tament we find that they amount to at least 590 years. It is evident 
therefore, that there is a chronological corruption somewhere ; and 
the generality of biblical critics refer it to the statement in Kings. 
But what was the original number, on the supposition that the 
whole statement is not a forgery ? No mortal can tell. To say that 
it was the sum of the particulars, i.e. 590 years, would be incorrect, 
because there is one chasm at least to fill up, between the death of 
Joshua and the appointment of Othniel, the duration of which the 
sacred writers nowhere state, either directly or indirectly. 

Take again the chronology of the kings of Judah and Israel ; and 
here too, it is impossible to close our eyes to the fact, that some of the 
dates must have been altered by the carelessness of transcribers. So 
manifest are the discrepancies, that the united labours of the most 
eminent expositors and critics for hundreds of years have been un- 
able fully to reconcile them ; and every investigation that has been 
iustituted on the subject, has terminated in the conclusion, that some 
mistiikes in the transcription must have taken place. 

With these facts then before us, and others might be adduced, 
what becomes of the doctrine of divine inspiration, in the sense of 



infallibility^ as applied to the chronology of the Bible ? How is 
such a doctrine to be maintained ? That scripture chronology does 
not bear the stamp of infallibility now, is as clear as evidence can 
make it ; and if it is not infallible now, what advantage can accrue 
from the hypothesis that it was originally infallible, and by what 
line of argument is such an hypothesis to be sustained ? I have no 
«ympathy with the manner in which Bunsen and Lepsius dispose of 
Bible chronology ; their arguments however, are too cogent to Be 
easily set aside ; and if they are to be met at all, they must be met 
on other ground than the assumed infallibility of scripture dates. 
Besides, what connection have chronological dates with &Le divinely 
originated and divinely revealed scheme of human salvation ! If any 
chronological date can be of importance on such a subject, it must be that 
of the Incarnation and propitiatory sacrifice of the Son of God ; and 
yet, on these two fundamental chronological facts the scriptures tar- 
nish no date whatever. We are left to determine the period of these 
two all-important events from oi^er sources, in the best way we can, 
and the consequence is, that their date is imsettled yet, and likely to 
remain so. The only conclusion therefore to which we can come, 
seems to be, that as the design of inspiration was to qualify the 
sacred writers to enunciate infallible truth on morals and theology ; 
and that, as chronology, astronomy, geology, and other human sciences, 
have no necessary connection with such a design, so on these subjects 
as well as many others of minor importance, &e sacred writers were 
left, at least to some extent, to the exercise of their own judgment, 
and to the results of their own inquiries. 

It has been remarked on a preceding page, that the very design of 
inspiration, (if the inspired truth was intended for posterity,) implies 
the imcorrupted preservation and transmission of tJie truth. Now, 
with regard to moral duties and theological doctrines, such has been 
the case ; for it has been stated again and again, by the learned colla- 
tors of manuscripts and versions, that notwithstanding the thousands 
of variations of reading which these manuscripts and versions exhibit, 
not one moral duty is set aside, nor a single theological doctrine affected. 
This is certainly an astonishing circumstance ; it manifests the divine 
superintendence which God has exercised in the uncomipted preser- 
vation of moral and theological truth ; and it shews, that what was 
infallible originally, is infallible stiU. But the same cannot be said 
of the chronology of the Bible. Here, we not only meet with widely 
different and irreconciable systems in different versions, but also 
^th irreconeilable discrepances in the same veision ; which sdB- 
dlently shew that God has not deemed it necessary to exercise any 
special superintendence in regard to the chronology : a fact which 
it would seem, can be accounted for only on the ground, that ch^- 
nology does not come within the province of inspiration, propei^y 
«o called. 

It will probably be supposed by some, that the preceding course of 
lEtrgument tmsettles the authority of scripture dates. But this is a^. 
sheer mistake. The authority of scripture dates so far as it is un- 
settled, is unsettled by the wide and irreconcilable discrepancies which 
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tfaoie dates ezliibit ; and the design of the preceding aignment is to 
shew, that such discrepancies are ntterly inconsistent wi& the notion 
that scriptore dates proceeded from divine infallihility ; and, that con- 
sequently, on the subject of chronology, as well as on some other sobjects 
ali^ady mentioned, the sacred writers were left to gather their informa- 
tion from those antiientic human sources to which they had access. In- 
fSdlible inspiration has its own legitimate province, — moral and religi- 
ous truth ; let it berestricted to this province, and it is impr^nable; but 
let the doctrine be extended to chronology, and it is at once subjected 
to a series of attacks, which I fear could never be rebutted. la sup- 
port of the truths which relate to our spiritual and eternal interests, 
we have the authority of heaven ; but for chronology what more do 
we need than tibe authority of Moses, the inspired legislator of the 
Jews, and that of the other sacred authors? Heaven has not interposed 
to give us the chronology of our Lord's birth and. death, and on 
what ground can we imagine that heaven would interpose to give us 
dates infinitely less importmt ? Eor the original general correctness of 
scripture chronology, we have all the moral certainty that is fbmished 
by tiie high character and position of the inspired writers,— -a moral 
certainty which is not furnished to the same amount by any other 
class of writers, ancient or modem, that has ever appeared in the 
world. But their dates, like the dates of other ancient authors 
have been corrupted, more or less, sometimes by mistake and some- 
times by fraud ; and therefore the exercise of critical skill, profound 
and patient research, and the judicious use of every other available 
means, are required for the purpose of arriving at all attainable 
chronological truth, and thus of forming a system that shall quadrate 
with the known arrangements of providence, and harmonise with 
the recorded facts of universal history. 

To the second question proposed at the commencement of this 
discussion, it may now be proper to turn our attention, viz., In what 
sense was all scripture given by inspiration ? That the apostolic 
statement does not signify that every thing contained in the scripture 
either is, or ever was infallible, is evident, because in the scriptures 
there are recorded some of the false and blasphemous expressions 
of the unbelieving Jews ; and even the treacherous and lying decla- 
rations of Satan himself. "Not does it signify that the statements of 
scripture relative to physical science are strictly and philosophcially 
correct, as is evident from the expressions '' rising of the sun," 
'' going down of the sun, " '' standing stiU of the sun, " '' ends of 
the earth," and ''piUars of the world," &c., expressions which shew 
that, even if the true theory of the heavens were known to the 
sacred writers, it was no part of their business to teach the true 
theory. The meaning of the passage seems to be, that every thing 
which the sacred writers have recorded, they have recorded under 
the divine direction, for the salvation, or encouragement, or warning, 
or instruction of mankind. But this by no means implies in&llibi- 
lity, except so flar as moral and religious truth is concerned. Tha^ 
it^mplies adaptation to circumstances however, and also general cor- 
rectness in regard to other subjects, and especially on questions of his- 



tory and ckronology, seems necessarily involved in the very purpose 
for which such divine direction was exercised, viz., instruction, &c. 
While therefore, on the ground of the above passage, it cannot be 
questioned, that all historical accounts and chronological data con- 
fined in the scriptures, were originally selected and compiled probably 
from tradition, written records, and personal recollection, under the 
direction of the divine Spirit; yet the frequent indefiniteness of 
statement which obtains, sufficiently indicates that chronological pre- 
cision formed no part of the object, either of the sacred writers, 
or of the divine spirit under whose superintendence they wrote. 
For example, any portion of time less than a year is never 
mentioned at all, except in two or three solitary cases. Dates 
are often expressed in round numbers, 20, 40, 80, 400, 500, 
and 40 is a number that frequently occurs. The same period is 
flometimeB erpreesed by years curreat and sometimee by yea« com- 
plete ; and then to some periods no date whatever is assigned ; all 
which prove that chronology was of very minor importance in the 
estimation of the sacred writers. The necessity for the divine direc- 
tion or superintendence in question arose from the fact, that the 
historical, chronological, and other subordinate parts of the scriptures, 
as well as the morsd and theological parts, were intended for poster- 
ity ; an adaptation therefore, in the historical and other selections, 
not only to the circumstances of the early ages, but also to the cir- 
cumstances of remote ages, was evidently required ; an adaptation to 
which, superhuman direction was to some extent indispensable. 

The conclusions then to which we arrive from the whole of the 
preceding course of argument are : — 

First, That inspiration in the sense of divine infallibility, applies 
to the sacred writers only in their capacity of moral apd Ideological 
instructors, including of course their capacity as prophets, properly so 
called. 

Secondly, That although every thing which the scriptures contain, 
was recorded under the direction of the Spirit of God, yet philosophi- 
cal and absolute correctness on non-essential matters, formed no 
part of the object contemplated. And 

Thirdly, That the chronological discrepancies which occur in the 
scriptures, do not invalidate in the slightest degree their divine 
authority as the infallible standard of faith and morals ; nor interfere 
in any sense with the purposes for which aU scripture was given by 
inspiration of God. 

I have deemed it necessary to enter into a consideration of this 
subject in order to guard the reader against two extremes. Many 
of the pious members of christian congregations imagine, that the 
authorised version of the scriptures is in every iota absolutely correct 
and in&Uible ; while another class of persons look upon the scrip- 
tures as nothing more than the productions of devout Jewish authors, 
and consequently characterised by all the mistakes and prejudices 
incident to humanity. The former regard as impious, any insinuation 
tending to impeach the absolute correctness of the authorised text ; 
whereas the latter treat the sacred volume, in some instances, with even 



6 

less deference than they treat the pages of Herodotus or Livy. Now 
both these sentiments and modes of proceeding are extremes, and 
both inconsistent with the truth. The scriptures in some of their 
non-essential parts, as for example in their record of numbers and 
genealogies have unquestionably undergone some alterations in the 
course of the various transcriptions through which they have passed; 
and moreover, their divine author never intended them to be defi- 
nitely and minutely correct on subjects not immediately connected 
with salvation. To shudder therefore, at a chronological or genealo- 
gical discrepancy, or to regard the scriptures as an in&illible instructor 
on subjects of mere human science, betrays a mis-conception of the 
designs of God, and an imbecility of mind which reflect little credit 
either on the knowledge or judgment of the persons in question. On 
the other hand, the scriptui^es, as the grand guide of man in moral 
and religious truth, are stamped by inMlible divinity. This is a 
position sustained by all the evidence, both external and internal, of 
which the nature of the subject admits. The historical, chronologi- 
cal, and genealogical records of the scriptures too, are characterised 
by all that general correctness which the designs of God required ; 
and every succeeding discovery that has been made in any one of 
these three departments, furnishes additional confirmation of this 
truth. The errors which have occurred in the course of transcrip- 
tion, and the fi*auds that have been practiced by wicked men, have 
been in a great measure discovered by the coUation of copies, and 
by biblical research ; so that now, in most cases of importance, there 
is no great dif&culty in distinguishing the eorrect from the incorrect 
reading. To treat the scripti^s therefore, with the unceremonious- 
ness with which pseudo-philosophers presume to treat them, is an 
insult to the majesty of heaven ; and to throw overboard their 
chronological data on the plea of indefiniteness, as Bunsen and Lep- 
siius have done, is a mode of proceeding which no consideration can 
justify. Let us have criticism as far as human ability can carry it, 
but let us have it conducted on the principles of propriety and truth. 



CHAPTER n- 

THE SEPTUAGHirr COMPUTATK)N THE TRXTB CHRONOLOGY 

OF THE BIBLE. 

In the discussion of Hm subject some facts will have to be stated^ 
which, although sufficiently known to the chronological student^ 
cannot fail to suiprise the ordinary reader. The notions which the 
generality of Omstians entertain respecting the Holy Scriptures^ 
are so traditunary, contracted, and in some cases superstitious, that 
to be told of the existence of corruptions and irreconcilable dis^ 
crmncies in the various copies and versions of the Sacred Book, 
will almost shock their religious sensibility, and perhaps unsettle 
for the moment the very foundation on which they rest liieir hopes< 
Consequences of this nature however, since they arise jfrom the 
absence of information in the persons whose notions are disturbed, 
form no valid reason why the &cts alluded to should not be made 
known. The interests of Christianity can never be permanently pro^ 
moted by keeping truth out of sight. Besides, in this book-reading' 
age, truth cannot be kept out of sight for any great length of time, 
even if, for the sake of certain weak-minded Christians, it were 
desirable. The people generally will knoWf if not J&om one source^ 
yet from another; and with regard to the members of Christian 
congregations, it can admit of no question, from whom they ought- 
to receive their information, either directly or indirectly, on all sub-* 
jects affecting the records of Divine inspiration. If Christian pastors^ 
whether from inability or design, act on the principle of keeping 
their congregations in ignorance of certain facts and theories, on the 
ground that such facts and theories will unsettle established and 
hereditary notions, the congregations wiU not fail ultimately to dis-* 
cover such inability or design ; contempt or suspicion will be the 
necessary consequence ; and the inquiring part of the audience will 
seek for information elsewhere. 

"With regard to the Chronology of the Bible, it cannot be denied 
that, the fects to which we have adverted, are at first tiew, of A 
somewhat startling description : but they must be known notwith-* 
standing, and will be known ; and who so likely to present them in 
their proper aspect, as Christian pastors ? If the exhibition of 
truths apparently damaging to divine revelation be left to sceptics and 
infidels---^d such has too frequently been the case — they are exhi^ 
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bited in the most objectionable light possible, and employed as argii' 
ments of considerable plausibility for the utter subversion of the 
truth of the sacred oracles : nor can it be doubted, that such at- 
tempts, if they are allowed to continue, will be, in time to come, 
as they have been in time past, crowned with lamentable success. 
It seems clear therefore, that Christian pastors, if they value the 
enlightened spiritual welfere of their hearers, ought to take the ini- 
tiatiye in all such cases ; prudently to anticipate the objections of the 
sceptic ; and thus by a correct representation of Bible corruptions 
and discrepancies, to place the members of their congregation in a 
position that will rendiar them proof against the attacks of an infidel 
sophistry. 

It is under the influence of the above sentiments then, that 
I have deemed it right to bring before the reader a series of facta 
connected with Scripture Chronology, and which will shew, first, 
that the common notion, that Adam was created 4,004 years before 
Christ, is founded on a Eabbinical corruption of the sacred oracles ; 
and secondly, that the true Bible computation carries the creation of 
man nearly 2,000 years farther back. 

I. — BEBLB GHBOirOLOeT AlTD ITS COirFLICIIir& COMFITTATIONS. 

The versions of the sacred scriptures which we have to notice, as 
exhibiting the most serious differences in chronology, are the 
Hebrew, the Samaritan, and the Septuagint. Into a history of these 
three versions it is not necessary at present to enter. It w^ be suf- 
ficient to say, that the Hebrew scriptures were compiled and written 
in their present form, about the time of Ezra and Nehemiah. The 
Old Testament Canon, as it is called, was then completed. The 
Samaritan Pentateuch was used by the Samaritans, who succeeded 
the ten tribes in Palestine, after the exportation of the latter to 
Assyria ; but when, and by whom, the version was made, is un- 
known. And then the Septuagint is a Greek translation from the 
Hebrew, executed about 280 years before Christ, for the use of the 
Alexandrian Jews. The following tables will exhibit at one view, 
the chronological differences of these three versions, from the crea- 
tion of Adam to the birth of Abraham. 

TABLE I.— THE ANTEDELTJVIAN PATBIAECHS. 



Adam lived before the birth of Seth 



Beth 
Eno8 
Cainan 

Jar6d 
Enoch 
lletkuselah 
I^unech 



Noah lived before the Flood 



ditto Eno8 

ditto Cainan 

ditto Mahalaled 

ditto Jared 

ditto Sinoch 

ditto Methuselah 

ditto Lamech 

ditto . ' Noah 



From Adam to the Flood 



Hebrew. 



130yeaxs 
106 

90 

70 

66 
162 

66 
187 
182 
600 



» 
99 



Samaritan. 



1666 years 



130 years 

105 „ 

90 „ 

70 „ 

66 „ 

68 „ 

600 „ 



Septuagint. 



280; 


jream 


206 




190 




170 




166 




162 




166 




187 




188 




600 





1307 years 2262 years 



TABLE II.— POSTDELIJVIAN PATRIARCHS. 





Hebrew. 


Samaritan. 


Septuagint. 


Sliein after the F. till the b. of Arphaxad. 


2 years 


2 years 


2 years 


Arphaxad lived before the b. of Cainan 


36 „ 


136 „ 


136 „ 


Caman ditto Selah 






130 „ 


Selah ditto Eber 


30 „ 


130 M 


130 „ . 


Eber ditto Peleg 


34 


134 ,» 


134 „ 


Peleg ditto Reu 


30 


130 „ 


130 „ 


Ben ditto Serug 


32 , 


132 ,, 


132 „ 


Berug ditto Nahor 


80 , 


130 ,. 


180 „ 


Nahor ditto Terah 


29 


79 ., 


79 ,. 


Terah ditto Abraham 


70 


70 ,, 


70 „ 


From the Flood to the birth of Abraham 


292 years 


942 years 


L072 years 



By attending to the first of these tables, it will be seen that, the 
three yerdons agree in one number only ; namely, the 600 years that 
Koah lived before the flood. The Hebrew and Samaritan agree in 
six instances ; but in each of these instances, they are 100 years 
lower than the Septuagint. ThelHebrew and Septuagint agree but in 
two instances, while the Samaritan and the Septuagint agree in 
none. The result is, that, the period which elapsed from Adam to 
the flood is 2,262 years according to the Septuagint; 1,656 accord- 
ing to the Hebrew ; and 1,307 according to the Samaritan; thus 
making a difference of 606 years between the Septuagint and the 
Hebrew, and 955 years between the Septuagint and the Samaritan. 

By looking at the second table, it will be observed that, the Septu- 
agint assigns 130 years to a second Cainan, while the Hebrew and 
the Samaritan omit altogether both the name and the number. With 
this exception, the Septuagint and the Samaritan agree in every 
instance; whereas the Hebrew differs from them in seven of the 
generations, 50 years in one, and 100 years in each of the other six ; 
&US giving as the period from the flood to the birth of Abraham, 
1,072 years according to the Septuagint, 942 according to the 
Samaritan, and only 292 according to &e Hebrew ; which make a 
difEerence of 130 years between tiie Septuagint and the Samaritan, 
and 780 years between the Septuagint and the Hebrew. Adding 
then the results of the two tables together, the period that elapsed 
from the creation of Adam to the birth of Abraham, was 1,948 years 
according to the Hebrew, 2,249 years according to the Samaritan, and 
3,384 according to the Septuagint ; amounting to a difference of 
1,386 years between the highest and the lowest. 

With regard to the entire ages of the patriarchs, the Hebrew and 
the Septuagint differ only in iSaee instances ; namely, first, Lamech, 
to whom the Hebrew assigns 25 years more than the Septuagint; 
secondly, Eber, to whom the Hebrew assigns 60 years more than 
ihB Septuagint ; and thirdly, Kahor, to whom the Hebrew assigns 
60 years less than the Septuagint : while the Samaritan differs from 
both 12ie other versions in five instances. As tiiese discrepancies in 
the entire ages of the patriarchs, however, do not affect the chrono- 
logy of the period firom Adam to Abraham, except as hereafter to 
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be noticed, I have not deemed it necessary to insert them in the 
tables. 

n.— thjlt the pkesent coottjctinq computations of the these 

TEB8I0NS DID NOT ALWAYS EXIST. 

The period to which this proposition applies, extends from b.c. 280 
when tiie Septuagint rersion was made, to the commencement of 
the second century of the Christian era. That during this period of 
400 years, the conflicting computations already noticed did not exist, 
is sustained by all the eridence which the nature of the subject 
requires. This evidence is both negatiye and positive. The negative 
evidence consists in the entire absence of the slighest allusion to any 
chronological discrepancy, by the authors who lived during the period 
in question. And this evidence of itself, even if there were no 
other, is decisive ; because the authors referred to wrote on topics, 
which rendered it necessary that they should notice chronological dis- 
crepancies, if such discrepancies existed. 

The first author is Demetrius, who flourished about 220 years 
before Christ. He wrote a history of the Jewish Kings, and noticed 
also the period that elapsed from Adam to the residence of the 
Israelites in Egypt. This work, observes Bishop Bussell, is quoted 
by Alexander Polyhistor, and preserved in the volumes of Eusebius, 
Bishop of Csesarea. Here then we have a work immediately bear- 
ing on the chronology of the Bible — ^the very subject to which the 
conflicting computations already noticed refer. And yet, in this 
work there is no allusion whatever to any chronological disagree- 
ment, either between the Septuagint and the Hebrew, or between 
the Samaritan and either of the other two. Such an omission, on 
such a subject, and under the circumstances of the case, is atterly 
unaccountable on every hypothesis, but that of iie ehronological 
agreement of the yendeauL 

l^hewoondwuthorisEupolemus, who flourished about 170 years 
before Christ. He also wrote a history of the Jewish Kings, and 
like his predecessor, carried his chronological reckonings as &r back 
as the time of Adam. The work itself is lost, but several citations 
and chronological notices from it have been preserved by Clement of 
Alexandria. These are in perfect unison with the chronological 
statements of Demetrius, and there is not the slightest allusion to 
any existing chronological discrepancies relative to any epoch men- 
tioned in the sacred oracles. 

The third author is Alexander Polyhistor, who lived about 80 years 
before Christ. He was sumamed Polyhistor on account of the 
prodigious extent of his historical erudition. His work in 42 books, 
which is unfortunately lost, is said to have contained a historical 
account of nearly aU the countries of the ancient world. That such 
a man was acquainted with the chronology of the Jews, cannot be 
doubted ; and it is rendered certain by the £iu$t, that, he cited from 
the history of Demetiius ; but, that he knew of no discrepancies in 
this chronology, may be fairly inferred from the absence of any 
intimation^of ike kind. His works it is true are lost, but it cannot 
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be doubted that Philo, and Josephus, and some of the ChriBtiaxi 
fathers read them; nor can it reasonably be doubted that, if his own 
works had contained any notice of such discrepancies, some of these 
writers would have alluded to it ; but no such allusion is found in 
any part of their productions. 

The fourth author is Fhilo Jud»us, who flourished about a.b. 40, 
and was therefore cotemporary with the Apostles. He was a Jewish 
writer of great eminence at Alexandria ; and four yolumes of his 
works, translated by Yonge, and published byBohn, have recently 
Issued from the press. In these works he takes a yiew of ihe leading 
facts of scripture history from the beginning, but not a syllable es- 
capes his pen relatiye to any discrepancies between the three yersions 
of the sacred book : and yet had he known of any discrepancies, and 
especially of such startling ones as those which now exist, it is in- 
credible that he should not haye noticed them, either directly or 
indirectly. 

The flfbh author is Josephus, the great Jewish historian, who 
flourished about 35 years after Fhilo. In his Jewish antiquities, he 
traces the history and chronology of the Old Testament throughout 
its entire records, and states, in some cases with minute exactness, 
the yarious chronological periods. If therefore, the chronological dates 
of 1^ three yersions had differed then, as they difler now, he must 
haye notih&ed them, and assigned some reason why he adopted the 
dates of one yeiBion, to the exclusion of those of the other two. 
But not the slightest sMusion to any discrepancy whateyer occurs in 
any part of his works. It is clear therefore, that in the time of 
Josephus, the three yersions already noticed, exhibited no chrono- 
logical discrepancy. And then further ; th» fteonology of the authors 
now mentioned, so far as it can be ascertained, is iWiiwfemtially the 
same ; a fact which affords additional eyidence of the non-UAiilQMM^ 
during that period, of the discrepancies in question. 

The last negatiye eyidence that I shalL notice, is that of Christ 
and his Apostles. Is it credible, if the three yersions of the scriptures 
contained the same differences then which they do now, that neither 
Christ nor his Apostles should oyer haye alluded to them ? Is it 
credible that corruptions and discrepancies so serious should haye 
been allowed to pass without the slightest animadyersion ? Is it 
credible that these discrepancies could exist without the knowledge 
of the Jews ? and is it credible that amid the yarious perplexing 
questions which they proposed to Christ, they should neyer haye 
imposedupt>n him the task of reconciling their conflicting chronologies? 
Christ charged the Jews with corrupting their traditions, but he 
neyer charged them with corrupting the scriptures. But had the 
corruptions existed then which exist now, on what principle could 
he haye omitted to charge them with an offence so iniquitous and 
fliagrant? l(ot a word of the kind howeyer was uttered either by 
the Bedeemer, or his inspired ambassadors, ^or is this all : the 
citations £rom the Old Testament, both by Christ and his Apostles, 
were made indiscriminately both from the Hebrew and the Septuagint, 
thus placing ihe seal of diyine approbation on the one as well as the 
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other; but can it for a moment be believed, that Christ and his 
Aposdes would have acted thus, if one of these yersions had been 
corrupted in the manner in which it now is ? From these consider- 
stions then the conclusion seems irresistible, that the corruptions in 
question did not exist during the time of Christ and the Apostles. 

Having now considered the negative evidence on this subject, we 
proceed to the positive evidence, which consists in the express stater 
ments of Philo and Josephus, and likewise in the sanction of the 
Jewish Sanhedrim. These two eminent authors not only give no 
intimation, direct or indirect, of the existence of any chronological 
discrepancy between the versions of the Old Testament, but they 
also give positive evidence of the agreement of the Septuagint and 
Hebrew. Philo, in his life of Moses, vol. 3, p. 81, 82, Bohn's 
edition, speaking of the translators of the Septuagint from the Hebrew^^ 
observes : — '' considering among themselves how important the 
affair was, to translate laws which had been divinely given by direct 
inspiration, since they were not able either to take away anything^ 
or to add anything y or to alter anything , but were bound to preserve 
the original form and character of the whole composition, — ^they, like 
inspired men, prophecied, not one saying one thing, and another 
another, but every one of them employed the self-same nouns and 
verbs, as if some unseen prompter had suggested all their language to 
them,—- exactiy corresponding Greek words were employed to trans- 
late literally the appropriate Chaldaic words, — ^for if Chaldeans 
were to learn the Greek language, and if Greeks were to learn 
Chaldean, and if each were to meet with those scriptures in both 
languages, namely, the Chaldaic and the translated version, they 
would admire and reverence them both as sisters, or rather as one 
emd the same both in their facts and in their language ; on which 
.account, even to this very day, there is every year a solemn assembly 
held, and a festival celebrated in the Island of Pharos, to which not only 
the Jews, but a great number of persons of other nations sail across, 
reverencing the place in which the first light of interpretation shone 
forth." 

Such are the statements of Philo, relative to the perfect agreemen); 
between the Septuagint and the Chaldee, or as we now commonly . 
call it, the Hebrew. 

The testimony of Josephus is equally decisive. In his preface to 
his Antiquities he observes : — '* Now I have undertaken the present 
work, as thinking it will appear to all the Greeks worthy of their 
study; for it will contain aill our antiquities, and the constitution of 
our government, as interpreted out of the Hebrew scriptures." And 
in the commencement of his first book against Apion, speaking of his 
Antiquities, he remarks, '' These Antiquities contain tiie history of 
5000 years, and are taken out of our sacred books, but are translated 
by me into the Greek tongue." Here then we have his own state- 
ment, twice recorded, that in the compilation of his Antiquities he 
employed, not tiie Septuagint, but the Hebrew scriptures, and trans- 
lated them for hixiuielf into Greek, as he proceeded with his 
work. That he was at the same time well acquainted with the 
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Septoagint, is made manifest, says Bishop Eussell, by tbe sereral 
references which he makes to the story of its production, under the 
auspices of the Egyptian monarch, as also by the repeated encomiums 
which he bestows upon its accuracy and usefulness. The force of 
Josephus' testimony however, rests not merely on the encomiums 
which he bestows upon the accuracy of the Septuagint translation, 
but also upon the fact, that although he compiled his Antiquities from 
the Hebrew, his chronology, as is well known, agrees, not with the 
present Hebrew scriptures, but with the Septuagint ; which shews 
that at the time when he wrote, the chronology of the Hebrew was 
exactly the same as that of the Septuagint. 

There is but one other fact of importance on this subject, which 
it is necessary to notice, and which I shall present in the words of 
Bishop Eussell, vol. 1. p. 62. "As there is every reason to believe 
that l3ie object contemplated by the projectors of the Septuagint ver- 
sion was to fulfil the desires entertained by the rulers of the syna- 
gogue, of supplying their people, resident in the Grecian kingdoms, 
with a copy of the law in a language which they could read and imder- 
stand ; so we find that the version was authorised by the hiyh priest and 
the Sanhedrim, to be used in all their places of divine worship, as a 
faithful translation from the Hebrew original, and as such entitled to 
the same respect and veneration as the other." 

The three preceding testimonies, it will be observed, relate only 
to the Hebrew and Septuagint, without taking any notice of the 
Samaritan ; this however does not affect the argument, for if the 
agreement of the two former be established, no one I presume, will 
suppose that the latter differed from them, or if it did, that it 
would be of any authority. The discussion therefore, in reality has 
to do only with the Hebrew and the Septuagint. 

"We have now taken a view of the evidence, negative and positive 
in proof of the proposition, that the present conflicting computationB 
of the three versions did not always exist. In the first place, there 
is no intimation of any discrepancy in any writer from b.c. 280, to 
the commencement of the second century after Christ. And then, in 
the second place, we have the express testimony of Philo, Josephus, 
and the Jewish Sanhedrim, that the Hebrew and the Septuagint 
were in perfect accordance with each other. Stronger evidence on 
such a subject cannot be required, and therefore its conclusiveness on 
the question, cannot with any propriety, be challenged. 

m.— THAT THE HBBBEW AVI) SaMABXTAK CHBOKOLOGIES HAVE BEEK 
COBBUFTED, A5D THAT THE SEPTUAGINT COITTAINS THE COBBEGT 

KUMBEBS. 

In substantiating the truth of this proposition, it must be stated 
that the abbreviated numbers of the Hebrew and the Samaritan were 
unknown until the second century of the Christian era, and that 
prior to this period, the Septuagint num jers were invariably employ- 
ed in all scripture chronological computations. 

Demetrius, whose name has already been mentioned, in his history 
of the Jewish kings states, that frt>m Adam to the migration of 
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Jacob's fiunily into ^^g^t, there elapsed a period of 3624 years. * 
Now this statement exceeds the present Hebrew computation 1386 
years, but U exactly accords with the Septuagint. The particulars 
of I3ie sum are the following ; — 

From the creation of Adam to the deluge, 2262 years. 

„ deluge to the birth of Abraham, 1072 „ 

„ birth of Abraham to his leaving Haran .... 75 „ 

Thence to the migration of Jacob's family 21 5 „ 

3624 years. 

Eupolemus, the author of another history of the Jewish Kings, 
states, in a quotation preserved by Clement of Alexandria : — " All 
the years that can be collected from Adam even till the 5th of 
Demetrius, the monarch of Syria, and the 12th of Ptolemy who 
reigned in Egypt, are 5,149." Bishop Eussell remarking on this 
statement, observes that, '* the 5th year of Demetrius and the 12th 
of Ptolemy the son of Lagus, may be taken as the 295th before the 
common era of our Redemption." f But this is clearly an error, aris- 
ing probably from the difficulty of making the two preceding dates 
synchronize. The 1 2th of Ptolemy Mb in the year 312 b.c. ; whereas 
the 5th of Demetrius, if his reign be dated from the death of his 
father, falls in the year 297 B.C., which synchronizes with the 27th of 
Ptolemy. It is evident therefore that the reign of Demetrius 
must be dated from his association with his father in his campaigns 
against Eumenes in 316 and 317 b.c. This will make his 5th year 
to synchronize exactly with the 1 2th of Ptolemy, in which year he 
fought a great battle against Ptolemy at Gaza. % Adding then 312 
to 5149, we have 5461 years according to Eupolemus, from Adam to 
the vulgar Christian era ; a number which, while it accords with 
the Septuagint, is 1,457 years more than the present Hebrew as 
calculated by Archbishop Usher.". 

The next evidence that may be noticed is from the book of Enoch. 
This work was written at least 200 years before Christ ; and it is 
<5ited by Eupolemus, by St. Peter and St. Jude, and by several of 
the early Christian fathers. Mr. Smith in lus Sacred Annals, 
quoting frt)m Dr. Jackson, states, that in an abstract of this book 
preserved by Syncellus, we are told, that the circumstance of the 
sons of God marrying the daughters of men, mentioned Gen. vi. c. 2 v. 
took place in the days of Jared, and in the 1,1 70th year of the world. 
This statement however, is far fi'om agreeing with the present 
Hebrew ; for according to that chronology, 1,170 a.m., falls in the 
114th year of the life of Noah, the fifrh generation after Jared ; 
whereas the statement agrees exactly with the Septuagint chronology, 
which makes 1, 1 70 a.m. to synchronize with the 210th year of Jared's 
life. 

In another part of the same book it is recorded, that in the 165th 

* Russell's Connection, vol. 1, p. 63. 
t Russell's Connection, vol. 1. p. 65, t Smith's Classical Dictionary, 

Ikmctrius, Ptolemy, 
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year of Enoch, which was in the year of the world 1,286, the 
Archangel Uriel discoTered to Enoch, the month and the tropical 
year. This statement too exactly agrees with the Septuagint, as the 
reader will see by turning to the first table ; whereas it dbiffers fix)m 
the Hebrew 500 years. 

With regard to Josephus, it has already been stated that, in his 
Antiquities, he adopts the Septuagint chronology. In consequence 
however, of some discrepancies in his dates, his interpreters differ as 
to the length of the period which he computes from Adam to the 
Christian era; Hales makes it 5,402, Jackson 5,481, and PlayfEor 
5,555 years ; but according to the lowest number, Josephus places 
the creation 1,400 years higher than the modem Hebrew reckoning. 

In addition to the authorities now adduced, it must likewise be 
stated that, the Jewish Talmudists place the creation 5,344 years 
before Itie vulgar Christain era. According to Flayfair, Manetho, 
the Eg3rptian historian, places the creation 5,877 b.c. Diodorus 
Siculus, the Sicilian historian, places it 6,081 b.c. Diogenes 
Laertius, the Biographer of the Philosophers, places it 6,138 b.c* 

Here then we have a series of authorities extending over a period of 
400 years, whose chronological computations agree in some cases ex- 
actly, and in others, substantially, with the Septuagint numbers ; 
while there is not the slightest trace of evidence, either during thb 
period or previous to it, that the abbreviated modem Hebrew chrono- 
logy was either adopted, or even known to exist. These are &cta 
which admit of no denial, and which of themselves are fatal to the 
modem Hebrew computation. 

In perfect accordance with the conclusion to which We have now 
arrived, a variety of traditions existed amongst the ancient Jews, and 
which are noticed by Jackson, Hales, Bussell, and Smith. One of these 
traditions was, ' that the Messiah would make his appearance during 
the sixth millennary ; a tradition which, while it is utterly at vari- 
ance with the modem Hebrew numbers, exactly agrees with those 
of the Septuagint. On this point however, it is unnecessary to make 
any frirther remarks. 

From the evidence now adduced, first, that the chronological 
differences Vhich obtain in the three versions did not always exist ; 
and secondly, that the Septuagint computation was invariably adopted 
prior to the second centiuy of the Christian era ; the inference, that 
the Hebrew chronology has been corrupted, is almost, if not alto- 
gether irresistible. To this serious part of the subject therefore, we 
must now turn our attention. I remark then : — 

First, That the Hebrew numbers present internal evidence of cor- 
ruption. It is natural to suppose, that the period of maturity in 
human beings has in all ages of the world, borne nearly an equal pro- 
portion to the entire length of life ; and this supposition.4&con£irmed by 
the general history of mankind. Since the time of David, the life of 
man has been, and still is estimated at threescore years and ten, and 
marriage commonly takes place from the age of 20 to 25, which is 

* Hales Analyses, vol. 1, p. 211. 
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aliout one-third of the estimated length of Hfe. Amongst the an- 
cient Greeks and Eomans too, so far as history throws light upon the 
subject, the same proportion obtained. . Now, with this proportion 
the Septuagint numbers, as given in the tables, remarkably agree, 
making the marriage of the patriarchs, both antedeluyian and post- 
deluvian, to take place at about one>fourth of their entire age. The 
Hebrew however departs widely from this principle, and exhibits a 
proportion to which the history of the world presents no parallel ; 
for according to its present computation, several of the patriarchs 
married and had children before they had arrived at a seventh, an 
eighth, a ninth, and in some cases even before they had arrived at a 
tenth part of their age. The idea of persons whose life is 830 years, 
marrying and having children at 65, as Mahalaleel is represented to 
have done, is just as absurd as to suppose that persons who live to 
the age of 70, should marry and have children before th^ are 6 
years old. The utter improbability therefore of such a state of 
things, and its inconsistency with every circumstance that is known 
relative to matters of this nature, afford a strong presumption that 
the Hebrew numbers have been corrupted. 

Another fact which involves the same presumption is, that while 
the Septuagint never makes more than four or five generations to be 
cotemporary, which goes to the fall extent that any known history will 
warrant ; the Hebrew makes ten, eleven, and even twelve generations 
to be cotemporary. Noah for instance, although he lived 600 years be- 
fore the flood, and only 350 years after the flood, is made to be cotem- 
porary with ten generations of his postdelnvian descendants, and not to 
have died until the 58th year of the life of Abraham. And then Shem 
is represented as being cotemporary with eleven generations of his de- 
scendants, and not to have died until the 48th year of the life of 
Jacob. The perfect preposterousness of such a system of chronology 
as this, must be obvious to every reflecting mind. 

There is yet another inconsistency which presents itself to our 
notice : — Abraham alone, of all the descendants of Shem, is said to 
have been admitted into covenant with God, through the rite of cir- 
cumcision, and to have had peculiar blessings promised to him and 
his descendants in virtue of that covenant ; and yet, according to the 
Hebrew chronology, Shem himself, the holy founder of the Abrahamic 
family was still alive, and continued to Hve 109 years after the institu- 
tion in question. Arphaxad also lived 82 years after this institution, 
Selah 107 years, and Eber 172 years ; and yet, in the sacred history 
we have not the most distant allusion to the cotemporary existence 
of these venerable and pious men. If all these righteous ancestors 
of Abraham were still alive, and even survived him so many years, 
on what groimd shall we account for their not being on this important 
occasion, so much as once mentioned in the inspired narrative, or 
admitted to a share in the blessings attached to the rite of circum- 
cison }* Such difficulties, arising as they do, solely from the Hebrew 
chronology, especially when taken in connection with the absurdities 

* Ruftsell's Connection, vol. I, p. 99. 
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before noticed, funiish all the internal evidence that can be required, 
that the chronology has been fearfully cormpted. 

Secondly. There is/iow/ir^^vidence of corruptions having been in- 
troduced into tiie Hebrew scriptures by the Jews. It has been 
frequfflitly stated by various authors, that the Jews manifested 
extraordinary care in the preservation of the sacred text. This is 
perfectly true down to the commencement of the second century of 
the Christian era. But, after this period a very differen;t state of 
things began to prevail, in consequence of the appeals which the 
Christians made to the Jewish scriptures in proof of the Messiahship 
of Jesus, laying stress also upon the fact, that Christ had, according 
to the tradition, appeared during the sixth Millenary of the world. 
The Septuagint version, to which the appeals were generally made, on 
account of its being in much more extensive circulation than the 
Hebrew,^ and which for 400 years had been regarded with such 
high veneration by the Jews, was now condemned, and a solemn 
fast was instituted to curse tiie memory of its having been made. 
At the same time, namely a.d. 1 28, a new translation of the Hebrew 
into Greek, was published under the auspices of the leading 
Habbins, for the express purpose of supplanting the use of the 
Septuagint. This translation was executed by Aquila, who had 
been a pagan priest, then a Christian, and finally a Jewish proselyte. 
Two years afterwards, namely a.d. 130, the Seder Olam Rabba, or 
Great Chronicle of the world, was published by Eabbi Josi, and 
patronised by the notorious AMba who in the reign of Adrian, 
supported the pretensions of Barchocab the pretended Messiah. It 
was in this work that the abbreviated chronology was first brought 
out, and then was laid the foundation of that immense difference 
which now exists between the Hebrew and the Septuagint.* 

These corruptions of the sacred oracles however, did not pass 
unnoticed. Justin Martyr addressing Trypho the Jew, observes — " I 
entreat you to remember, that your Babbis have taken away entirely 
many texts of scripture from that version which was made by the 
Elders who were at the court of Ptolemy, in which it was declared 
that Jesus who suffered death upon the cross was both God and man." 

Epiphanius, speaking of the translation by Aquila, remarks,-— 
''Aquila set about his translation, not with an upright intention, 
but that he might corrupt some texts, in opposition to the interpre- 
tations of the Septuagint, and put a different sense on the testimonies 
of scripture, in order to conceal his own shame in deserting 
Christianity." Of these corruptions he declares that he could 
produce a whole catalogue."! 

Tertuilian and Ireneeus both bear testimony to the hatred which 
the Jews manifested to those portions of the scripture which related 
to the Messiah. 

Origin expressly charges the Jews with having corrupted their 
Hebrew scriptures, and as he spent a great number of years in the 

* Russeirs Connection, vol. 1, p. 82, 83. Hales, vol. 1, p. 276. 

t Russell, p. 82. 
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ezaminaftion of manuscripts and versions, his charge possesses more 
than ordinary force."* 

Eusebius presents the same charge, for speaking of Justin Martyr, 
he observes that Justin ''records certain prophetical. declarations, in 
his discussion with Trypho, shewing that the Jews had expunged 
them from the scriptui^.^f 

Augustin also states, '' that the Jews were suspected of having 
corrupted their copies of the ancient scriptures, and particularly of 
having altered the generations and lives of the antedeluvian patri- 
archs ; and this they did," says he, '' out of dislike to the Christians, 
and in order to weaken the authority of the Septuagint."]: 

And then the celebrated Abulfaragius the primate of the East, 
who flourished about a.d. 1,240, ''asserts that the Jews, believing 
it to have been foretold in ihe law and the prophets, that Christ was 
to be sent in the last times, in order to produce a reason or apology 
for rejecting him, altered the chronology of the world. The different 
epochs^ he observes, being computed by the generations of the 
patriarchs, or the age at which the eldest sons were bom, the Babbis 
subtracted from Adam's age when he begat Seth a hundred years, 
and added them to the remainder of his life ; and they did the 
same in the lives of most of his posterity down to Abraham."§. 

Such is the nature of the external and positive evidence which 
history presents to us on the point in question ; and this being in 
perfect accordance with the internal evidence already noticed ; with 
the fact also that the Septuagint chronology was invariably adopted 
prior to the commencement of the second century ; and with the 
truth, moreover, that anterior to this period, the present Hebrew 
chronology was utterly unknown ; there can be no rational doubt, 
that the abbreviated numbers of our present Hebrew scriptures, are 
a wilful Babbinical corruption, effected under the influence of un- 
principled and wicked hostility to the Christian religion. 

With regard to the comparative ease with which the Babbins 
could accomplish their base purpose, I refer the enquiring reader to 
Bussell's Connection, vol. 1, p. 73, 74. 

IV. THAT THS SBFTUAGINT CHBOVOLOOT WAS ADOFTXD BT 

THE CHSI8TIAN FATHEKS. 

In the substantiation of this proposition, I shall be under the 
necessity chiefly of taking Dr. Hales and Bishop Bussell as my 
authorities ; having only eleven volumes of the Pathers before me, 
and none of these, with the exception of the works of Theophilus, 
Cyprian, and Eusebius, referring to the subject in question. It must 
be remarked, however, that although tiie Fathers followed the 
Septuagint computation, they differed as to the length of the period 
from Adam to Christ, in consequence of some circumstances which it 
is not necessary now to notice. 

Justin Mar^, who was put to death in A.n. 164, placed the 
creation of Adam 5,000 years before the birth of Christ, and this 

* Smith's Patriarchal Age, p. 24. f Eccles History, Bohn's Edition, 
p. 143. X Russell's Connection, vol. 1, p. 60 § Ibid, p. 78. 
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number, although far too low, jet taken in connection with the fact 
already noticed, that he charged the Jews with corrupting the 
Hebrew scriptures, shews that he adopted the Septuagint chronology. 

Theophilus, Bishop of Antioch, who died in A.n. 181, was the first 
Christian author who computed tiie age of the world by an in^jmry 
into all the dates furnished by the sacred writers ; and, from certain 
indications, it is the opinion of Bishop Russell that he employed, not 
the Septuagint, but some copy of the Hebrew scriptures which had 
escaped the corruptions of Aquila and of Rabbi Josi. Be this, how- 
ever, as it may, his calculations produce 3,938 years from Adam to 
the entrance of the Israelites into Canaan, and 6,698 years from Adam 
to the death of the Emperor Verus in a.d. 169, which being deducted 
from 5,698, will leave 5,529 years from Adam to the birth of Christ.* 

Clemens, of Alexandria, who flourished about a.d. 194, places the 
creation of Adam 5,624 years before Christ. 

Maximus Martyr, who flourished about a.d. 196, reckons 6,501 
yoan. from Adam to Christ 

Hippolytus, a Christian bishop and commentator, who flourished 
in the beginning of the third century, states that ** the time of anti- 
christ could not be far distant, as 6,000 years from the creation had 
already passed away;" which places the creation about 5,800 years 
before Christ. 

Julius Africanus, who wrote about A.n. 221, and compiled a 
chronological and historical work extending from the creation to the 
birth of Christ, makes the period to have been 5,500 years. , 

Origin, according to Dr. Hales, places the creation 4,830 years 
before Christ ; but Bishop Russell states that, in one of his dialogues, 
Origin asserts that our Lord descended from heaven for the salvation 
of men, 6,000 years after the Almighty had formed the first of the 
human race.f 

Cyprian, the Bishop of Carthage, in his Exhortation to Martyrdom, 
observes, — " Six thousand years are now well nigh complete, since 
the devd became the antagonist of man.":( Cyprian wrote about 
A.D. 250, so that he placed the fall of man nearly 5,760 years before 
the birth of Christ. 

Hesychius, an Egyptian bishop, a.d. 293, states, in a discourse on 
the death of Christ, that from Adam to the 42nd year of Augustus, 
there passed 5,967 years. The 42nd of Augustus synchronizes with 
A.D. 11, which being subtracted from 5,967, leaves 5,966 years from 
Adam to the coming of Christ. 

Isidorus Hispalensis, who flourished about a.d. 804, places the 
creation 5,210 years before Christ. 

Lactantius, tiie tutor of the son of Constantinc, and who wrote 
about A.D. 306, is stated by Russell to have placed this creation 5,500 
years before Christ; Dr. Hales, however, in his Epochs of the 
Creation, gives 5,801 years as the period adopted by this author. 

EusebiuB, the Bishop of CsBsarea, says Russell, " thought proper 

* Theophilus. Humphry's Edition, p. 199-211. 
t Russeirs Connection, vol. 1, p. 114. 
X Oxford Edition, vol. 1, p. 279, 
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to dimininh the period between the creation and the era of our 
redemption to 5,200 years/' That he employed the Septoagint 
iiumb^ however, is dear from the following observation which Dr. 
Hales cites from Eusebius : — ** The error of the Jewish Hebrew text 
is evident from this; that it makes Abraham and]!^oah cotemporaries, 
which is inconsistent with all history."* Jerome adopted l^e same 
date that Eusebius did. 

The celebrated Augustine, in his work on the City of God, makes 
the period frt)m Adam to Christ to have been 5,330 years. 

Epiphanius, the Bishop of Salamis, who wrote about A..n. 868, 
reckons 5,049 years from Adam to CJhrist. 

Ambrose, the Bishop of Milan, in his e]qK>sition of the gospel of 
St Luke, which was published about A..n. 880, referring to the 
(expression in Matthew, that after six days Christ taketh Peter, James, 
uad John up into a hi^ mountain a^art, observes ; '^ But now more 
than six thousand years are counted,*' namely, frx)m the foundation 
of the world. So that he must have estimated the period from the 
Lreation to Christ as something more than 5,600 years. 

JtiHub Hilarion flourished about a.b. 897. He wrote a book on 
the duration of the world, in which the events and personages of the 
scriptures have their dates assigned ; and he declares that Christ was 
slain 5/580 years after the creation of the world.f 

Isidore, of Felusium, who wrote ▲.]>. 412, reckons 5,386 yaars 
from Adam to the birth of Christ. 

And then Sulpitius Severus, who flourished a.]>. 420, and made an 
a> ridgment of ecclesiastical history from the creation to a.]). *400, 
]^u<j03 the creation 5,469 years before Christ. 

iiere we may close i£e list of evidence. It might, indeed, be 
c .'litinueddown to the time of venerable Bede in the eighth century, 
but it is unnecessary. It will be proper to state, however, that 
iluring the whole of ihiB period of 700 years, it does not appear that 
any Chraetian writer ever adopted the abbreviated Hebrew chronology. 
They differed from each other, it is true, to a considerable extent, in 
some of their calculations ; nor can this excite any surprise when the 
reasons are known; but stiU, the Septuagint numbers were em- 
ployed; and to these the Fatiiers appealed as the authority on which 
their chronological opinions and traditions were founded. The 
important fisu$t, then, is now before us, namely, that for the first 700 
years after the commencement of the Christian era, there is no instance 
of any Christian writer having adopted the chronology of the present 
Hebrew text; and that during tiLe whole of these centuries, the 
average estimation of the period from Adam to Christ was about 
5,500 years. 

y. — ^THAT THE HEBBBW CHBOVOIX)eT WAS KEVEE ADOFtKD BT ANT 
CHBISTlAir CHUBCH TILL THE BEFOBMATIOir, AITD THEK 

ONLT PABTIALLT. 

Bishop EuBsell, in )na observations on this part of the sulject, 

* Analysif, vol. 1, p. 286. 
t Clark's Succession of Sacred Literature, vol. 2, p. 45« 



states that the Septaagint chronology ** was used before the advent 
of Christ ; was followed by the Fa&ers of the Chnrch; and appears 
not to have been called in question till, in the eighth century, a 
disposition to exchange it for the Babbinical method of reckoning 
was first manifested by the venerable Bede. But the innovations if 
the monk of Durham, says he, ** were ill received by his ootempo- 
raries. fie was denounced a heretic, because he had taken upon him 
to assert, in opposition to the Fathers of the Church, that the 
Bedeemer of our race was not bom in the sixth millennium of the 
world."* Notwithstanding this attempt, however, and the high 
reputation which Bede possessed, his system was generally rejected, 
and the Septuagint chronology sliU continued to prevail. This wiH 
be evident from the following facts, for which I am indebted chiefly 
to Dr. Hales. 

In the year a.d. 691 , a general council was held at Constantinople, 
and in its recorded acts it is stated that the members of this council 
assembled in the imperial city in the year of the world 6,199 ;f 
which places the creation 5,508 years before Christ. This council, 
it is true, was held in the nineteenth year of the life of Bede, and 
therefore prior to his attempt to introduce the Hebrew numbers. 
As, however, the date here assigned to the creation was the act of a 
general council, it furnishes the most decisive evidence that, down 
to the close of the seventh century, the Christian Church continued 
tiiie use of the Septuagint chronology. 

Nicephorus, who, according to Dr. Hales, flourished in a.d. 758, 
places the creation 5,700 years before Christ. 

George Syncellus, the celebrated monk of Constantinople, and who 
about A.D. 692 wrote a chronicle from the creation to a.d. 300, 
calculates 5,500 years from Adam to Christ. 

Eutychus, who was patriarch of Alexandria about a.d. 940, and 
wrote Annals from the creation to his own time, employs the same 
date as Syncellus. 

Georgius Cedrenus, a Greek monk, who flourished A.n. 1060, also 
wrote Annals from the creation to his own time, and, according to 
Chevreau, a French historian, places the creation 5,506 yeam befoie 
Christ. 

Suidas, the lexicographer, who wrote about A.n. 1,090, reckons 
6,000 years from Adam to Christ. 

Abulfaragius, an Armenian bishop, and who about a.d. 1,240, wrote 
a Universal History, makes the period from the creation to the birth 
of Christ to have been 5,586 years. 

The following statement I copy from my scrap-book, which I 
transcribed some time ago, I believe from Townley's Biblical 
Literature : — " At the end of a New Testament in the library of St. 
Mary, at Florence, the following is written in Greek : * By the hand 
of the sinner Mark, in the year of the world 6,840, t\ e , of Christ 
1,332'." This statement places Adam 5,508 years before Christ. 

Bishop Russell states that the election of Prince Demetrius is 

• Connection, vol. l,p. 16, 120. f Ibid, p. 117. 
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feoorded l^ the Muacoyite hiBtorians as having occurred in the year 
of the world 7,006 ; and as this election is known to hare taken 
place A.D. 1,497, it is clear that the Muscorite historians reckoned 
5,509 years from the creation to Christ. 

" The first l>ook printed at Moscow was the Acts and Epistles of 
the Apostles. At the end of the hook are the following remarks : 
' The impression of the present book, which contains the Acts and 
Epistles of Paul, was completed on the Ist of March, in the year of 
tiie world 7,072,' (a.d. 1,564.)" This, too, I have copied from my 
scrap-book, and it is taken from the same autiiority as the other. Its 
chronology also is exactly the same. 

. We'have now a sufficiency of evidence before us to shew that, 
notwithstanding the attempt of venerable Bede, the Septuagint 
chronology prevailed down to the time of the Heformation ; and 
during the whole of this period, there is no instance upon record of 
any church, either in the east or west, having adopted the Babbinical 
corruptions of the Hebrew. The Protestant Reformers, however, 
did, in this respect, what no Christian church even in the darkest 
ages had ever done. They adopted the chronological corruptions of 
the unprincipled Jewish Babbins. On this point Bishop Bussell 
remarks, — *'It has not escaped observation, that the prejudices 
against the Romish Church, which animated the disciples of Luther, 
were allowed to mix deeply with their investigations into this 
intricate science: The Protestants, aware that the Papal communion 
followed the computation of the Septuagint, exerted all their learning 
in order to prove that the chronology of the Hebrew Bible possessed 
a higher authority than could be claimed for the most approved 
version of the scriptures ; and, overlooking the convincing evidence 
that is supplied by the writ^gs of the ancient Jews, as well as of 
the Christian Fathers during the first four centuries, they took part 
with the Talmudists and modem Rabbis, against both the eastern 
and western churches; and maintained that the Messias appeared 
upon the earth at the end of the fourth millennary age." 

In this grand chronological blunder however, the Reformers stood 
alone, and have continued to stand alone to this day. It does not 
appear that any other church has followed them in this erroneous 
path. They have had the merit and glory of it entirely to them- 
selves. The Greek church, as it is well known, still adopts, as she 
has ever done, the Septuagint chronology. The Romish church too, 
though contrary to the Latin vulgate, adopts substantially the same 
system, reckoning 2,242 years from the creation to the flood.* And 
the same computation obtains amongst the Egyptian Copts, the 
Abyssinians, tiie Armenians, the EtMopians, and the Georgians. 
So that, although the followers of Luther under the influence of a 
mere prejudice, adopted the corrupt Hebrew numbers, aU other 
churches have continued to reject them to the present day. 

In closing this discussion, it will be proper to observe that, the 
error which the Protestant Reformers committed in the abandonment 

• WalKue's Age of the World, p, 97. 
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of the Septuagint computation, and in the adoption of the Hebiew, 
has now become snffieientiy manifest e^en to I^testants themselyes, 
at least to those who have studied the subject. The labours of 
YossiuSy Pezron, Hayes, Jackson, Hales, Russell, and others, hare 
thrown a flood of light upon (Ms once difficult question, and the 
Babbinical Hebrew b^s been shewn to be encumbered by so many 
contradictions and difficulties, arising especially from its utter in- 
consistency with the best established facts in ancient hist<Hy, that 
now, as Bishop Eussell observes, it is everywhere rejected by sensi- 
ble chronologists.* 

• Connection, vol. 1, p. 98. 
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CHAPTER III. 

EXAMINATION OF THE VARIOUS CHRONOLOGICAL PERIODS 
FROM THE CREATION OF ADAM TO THE BIRTH OF CHRIST. 

The determination of some of the periods which we have now to 
notice, is attended with great difficulty, in consequence of the in- 
definiteness of scripture dates in some instances, conflicting dates in 
other instances, and the entire ahsence of dates in others. On 
these accounts, there is room for considerahle diversity of opinion. 
It has already heen ohserved, that even those who hare adopted the 
Septuagint computation, have differed from each other to the extent 
of several hundreds of years in their calculations of the period from 
Adam to Christ ; and similar differences obtain amongst chronologers 
at the present day. The reception or rejection of the second Cainan 
amounts to 130 years. The date of Abraham's birth is placed 
60 years higher by some than it is by others. And respecting the 
duration of the residence of the Israelites in Egypt, there is a differ- 
ence of opinion to the amount of 215 years. So that in these three 
particulars alone, there is a difference of 405 years. As however, 
all the diversities of calculation of any importance, will come under 
review in their proper place, it is unnecessary now to make any 
further remarks on the subject. 

FIRST PERIOD. ^FROX THE CREATION OF ADAJC TO THE FLOOD. 

The duration of this period is exhibited in the first Table, x>age 8. 
With all the particular numbers of which this period is composed, 
Josephus, the Jewish historian, and Theophilus the first Chnstiun 
chronologist, agree, except each in one instance. Josephus makes 
Lamech to have been only 1 82 years old when Koah was bom, in- 
stead of 188 ; thus making the entire period to have been 2,256 
years, instead of 2,262. And Theophilus makes Methuselah to have 
been only 167 years old when Lamech was bom, instead of 
187 ; thus making the entire period to have been 2,242 years, 
instead of 2,262. To account for these two variations from the 
Septuagint, it is exceedingly difficult, if not impossible. That of 
Theophilus however, although adopted by several subsequent writers. 



25 

yet being at yarianoe not only with the Beptuagint and the Hebiew, 
whidh agree in this numberi but also with the Samaritan, may be 
at onoe disposed of as an error. But with regard to that of Josephus^ 
some remarks are neoessary . In this instance it will be observed, that 
Josephus agrees with the Hebrew ; so that we have Josephus and 
the Hebrew united against the Septuagint. This, in the estimatioii 
of many chronologers, is deemed deGisire ; and hence Jackson, 
Hales, and Russell, coincide with Josephus in making the entire 
period to have been 2,256 years. And yet I demur to the oofreot- 
ness of this conclusion. My reasons are the following : — ^First, the 
number of years which the Septuagint assigns to Lamech prior to 
the birth of Noah, is confirmed by two authors, both of whom wrote 
before Josephus : namely, Demetrius who wrote about 220 years before 
Christ, and Eupolemus who wrote about 1 74 years before Christ. Both 
these authors, as stated by Bussell himself, calculated 2,262 years 
from the creation to the flood ;* and since they agreed with the Septu- 
agint in the entire period, they must have agreed with it in fke 
years assigned to Lamech. And then secondly, since a corruption 
or a mistake has occurred somewhere; on the principles already 
established, and maintained both by Hales and Bussell, it is much 
more likely that the corruption has taken place in the Hebrew, than 
in the Septuagint ; or, tiiat the mistake has been committed by 
Josephus, than by the seventy translators. For these reasonsthere- 
fore, I feel oompelled to adopt the Septuagint number, namely, 
2,262 years from Adam to the flood ; and in this conclusion I haf^ 
the support of Julius Africanus, the Paschal Chronidbe, ProfaKor 
Wallace, Mr. Cuninghame, and tiie author of the Sacred Annals. 

SECOND PERIOD. — ^FBOH THE FLOOD TO THE BIBTH OE JiSBLBMit, 

The settlement of this period involves two disputed points, namely, 
the retention or rejection of Cainan the son of Arphaxad, commonly 
called the second Cainan ; and the age of Terah on the birth of Abra- 
ham. The first is a question of no ordinary difficulty, as authori- 
ties of the highest importance, both ancient and modem are found 
on both sides. The evidence for the rejection of the second Cainan 
is presented in all its force by Dr. Hales, in the first volume of his 
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of this question, the limits assigned to this dissertation will not permit 
us to enter : the leading &cts of the case, however, it will be neces- 
sary to state. On the part of those who reject the second Cainan 
from the list of postdeluvian patriarchs, it is pleaded that his name 
is omitted both in the Hebrew and Samaritan texts, both by Philo and 
Josephus, and likewise by Theophilus the first Chnstian ch^nologist. 
And then on the part of tiiose who .receive Cainan into the list, it is 
pleaded that his name is given in the Septuagint genealogies, that he wan 
included amongst the postdeluvian patriarchs both by Demetrius and 

* Connection, vol. 1, p. 160, 161. 
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Enpolemus, and above all, that his name and parentage are inaerted 
by St. Luke in his genealogical list of our Lord's ancestors. Such 
is the conflicting evidence relative to this question. The difficulty 
of coming to a decision in such circumstanceSi is sufficiently obvious. 
As however, negative evidence is generally deemed less weighty 
than positive evidence,, the retention of the second Cainan in the 
genealogical list seems more rational and consistent than his rejection. 
The positive evidence of St. Jjuke especially is of the highest im- 
portance, and far overbalances the negative evidence of the corrupt 
Hebrew and Samaritan. Dr. Hales, while contending for the re- 
jection of Cainan, clearly felt himself embarrassed by the weight of 
St. Luke*8 authority, and unable to dispose of it in any other way, 
he remarksrthat, ** since water cannot rise to a higher level than the 
spring from whence it issues, so neither can the authority of the New 
Testament for the retention of Cainan, rise above that of the Old 
Testament, from which it is professedly copied, for his exclusion."* 
This, certainly, is a cutting of the Gordian knot, and a cutting of 
it too, by assuming the very point required to be proved, namely, 
that the Old Testament originally did not include the second Cainan. 
Another method of disposing of the authority of St. Luke, is that 
adopted by Mr. Home, in his Introduction to the Study of the Scrip- 
tures, and which is even more objectionable than that employed by 
Dr. Hales. *' St. Luke,'' he states, ** wrote for those Christians who 
read the Greekversion, more than theoriginal Hebrew, andconsequently 
he preferred their version, which adds the name of Cainan to the gene- 
alogy of Shem."f On this statement of Mr. Home, Professor Wcdlace 
justly remarks : — ** The desire to humour the prejudices of any set 
of readers, by adding a spurious generation to the genealogy of Shem, 
is too seri6us a charge to bring against the Evangelist ; but when we 
consider that this would be, in fact, adding a spurious generation to 
the genealogy of Christ, the charge becomes infinitely more seri- 
ous. "| From the impossibility then of disposing of the authority 
of St. liuke. whe confirms the Septuagint text, as well as from other 
considerations, we conclude that, the second Cainan must be retained 
in the list of postdeluvian patriarchs. 

With regard to the second disputed point, namely, the age of 
TerahVheu Abraham was bom, there is a difference amongst chrono- 
logers to the amount of 60 years. In Genesis xi. c. 26 v., we read, 
" And Terah lived 70 years, and begat Abram, Nahor, and Haran." 
In the last verse of the chapter we read, ''And the days of Terah 
were 205 years." And then in the 4th verse of the following chapter 
we are told that Abram was 75 years old when he departed out of 
Haran. Now that Abram did not depart from Haran till after the 
death of his father, is evident not only from the order of the narra- 
tfve, but also from the express statement of St. Stephen, Acts, vii. 
c. 4 V. Subtracting then 75 years, the age of Abram at the death 

* Analytis, vol. 1, p. 291. 
t Home's Introduction, vol. 8. . Biographical Index, p. 561, 7th Edit. 
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of his father, from 205 years the whole age of Terah, it follows, 
that Terah was ISO years old when Ahram was bom. Here then we 
see the grounds of the difficulty. According to the first cited text, 
Terah was only 70 years old when Abram was bom ; and yet accord- 
ing to other two he was 130 ; which makes a difference of 60 years. 
Those chronologers who contend for the lesser number, appeal to the 
first cited text ; and in opposition to the second, which states that Terah 
lived 205 years, they adduce the Samaritan version, which states that 
he lived only 145 years, being the sum of the two numbers 70 and 75. 
This argument no doubt, if it were well founded, would settle the 
question ; but the Samaritan version is at best of little value, and 
when opposed to the united testimony of the Septuagint, the Hebrew, 
and Josephus, as in the present case, it is of no value at all. Those, 
on the other hand, who contend for the higher number, maintain 
that the first cited text is indefinite, and that therefore it must be 
interpreted by the definite statements of the other two. According 
to the first passage it would seem that the three sons of Terah were 
all bom in the same year, and yet no writer supposes any such thing. 
It appears evident, therefore, that all that the passage teaches is, 
that Terah was 70 years of age before any of his three sons 
were bom. That Abram is mentioned first, by no means proves that 
he was the oldest of the three. The dignity of Abram ^mishes a 
sufficient reason for his being mentioned first. Besides, the fact that 
Abram married the daughter of his brother Haran, namely Sarah, 
who was only ten years younger than himself, shows that Abram 
was considerably younger than Haran. The probability, therefore, 
is, that Abram was the youngest son of Terah, and — as Br. Hales 
we think successfully maintains — by a second wife. 

Now these considerations at once reconcile the apparently con- 
flicting passages, and shew that, although Terah began to have sons 
when he was 70 years of age, yet Abram was not bom until Terah 
was 130 years of age. 

For further evidence on this point, I must refer the reader to Dr. 
Hales, and especially to the first volume of Smith's Sacred Annals, 
where he will find it discussed with a clearness and an ability which 
can scarcely fail to set the question at rest. 

The conclusions, then, to which we have now arrived respecting 
the second Cainan, and the age of Terah, make the period from the 
deluge to the birth of Abram, to have been 1,072 plus 60=31,132 
years. 

THIRD PEBIOD. — FBOM THE BISTH OF A.BBA.HAM TO THE DESCENT OF 

Jacob's fahily into egypt. 

Concerning the duration of this period, there is no difficulty, and 
no diversity of opinion. Abraham was 100 years of age when Isaac 
was bom. — Gen. xxi. o. 5 v. Isaac was 60 years old when Jacob 
was bom. — Gen. xxv. c. 26 v. And Jacob was 130 years old when 
he and his fkmily arrived in Egypt. — Qen, ^dvii. c. 9 v. Adding 
these three numbers together, then, we have 290 years from the 
birth of Abraham to the descent into.Egypt* 
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FOtTBTH PESIOD. — ^TBOM THE DB8CENT UTTO H&YFI TO ^HE EXODUS. 

The detennination of the length of this period is a question of 
oonsiderable difficulty, and will require a greater amount of attention 
than has been devoted to it by any chronographer whose works I 
have had an opportunily of consulting. The question is, whether 
the Israelites were in Egypt 430 years, or only 215. The lesser 
number is generally adopted by expositors and chronologers, and is 
founded chiefly on Gtel, iii. c. 17 v., where St. Paul reckons 430 
years from the covenant with Abraham to the giving of the law. 
This covenant, it is said, must be dated from the call of Abraham 
when he was 75 years of age ; from which event to the migration 
into Egypt we have 215 years; and then other 215 years, ^r the 
residence of the Israelites in Egypt, make up the 430 years according 
to the statement of St. Paul. Thus the question is usually disposed 
of, and so satisfactorily it would seem, i£at Bishop Russell deemed 
it unnecessary to bestow a single remark on the subject; and 
Professor WaUaoe observes, that '' as all commentators and chrono- 
logers are now agreed that the commencement of the 430 years was 
reckoned from the date of the call, it is unnecessary to revive former 
<Msputes on this point.''* This is certainly a very summary method 
of proceeding, and saves a great amount of trouble. ..Professor 
Wallace is, however, mistaken when he states, that ''-all commenta- 
tors and chronologers are now agreed" on th%pbint ra question. 
Kenrick, tiie author of " Ancient Egypt under the Pharoahs ;" Dr. 
Beard, member of the Historico-Theological Society of Leipzig ; 
Havemick, the author of the "General Bistorico-Gritical Intro- 
duction to the Old Testament ;" Olshausen, the biblical commentator; 
and others that might be named, are all opposed to the interpretation 
which he and Bishop Russell regard as peifectly settled. Such being 
the state of the question, and feeling exceedingly dissatisfied with 
the manner in which it is usually disposed of, we must enter into an 
examination of the various points of evidence which bear upon the 
subject. 

In Qen. xv. c. 18 v., we have the following statement delivered 
by Jehovah to Abraham, ** And thy seed shall be a stranger in a land 
that is not theirs^ and shall serve them ; and they shall afflict them 
Jbur hundred years.'^ On this passage, Mr. Ainsworth, as cited by 
Dr. Adam Clarke, remarks, that the 400 years* affliction began when 
Ishmael, the son of Hagar, mocked and persecuted Isaac. This notion 
is adopted both by Dr. Clarke and several other commentators ; and 
it is regarded as so obviously correct, that Professor Wallace states, 
that the adjustment of these 400 years '* can occasion no difficulty to 
the careful reader* of scripture, for it is evident that the commence" 
ment of this period must be reckoned from the day that Isaac was 
weaned." "This evil treatment," says he again, ''began when 
Isaac was a child, and was able to play, say at five years old."t 

Such is the mode of interpretation adopted with reference to the 

♦ Age of the World, p. 64. \ Ibid, p. 253. 
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above passage. To those who employ it, it is no doubt satisfactory; 
I must say, however, that, to me, it is not only unsatis&ctory, but 
also fdU of inconsistency. The affliction spoken of, which the seed 
of Abraham should endure, was evidently not an ordinary state of 
things : it was to be restricted to a given period ; and therefore not 
to be confounded with the common afflictions through which both 
the Israelites and the people of God in all ages have had to pass. 
But was there anything peculiarly afflictive in Ishmael, who was a 
mere boy, laughing at, or mocking, a child of five years old ? And 
is it consistent either with the dignity of prophetic announcement,, 
or with the dictates of unbiassed reason, that such a childish circum- 
stance should be regarded as the epoch in the history of the Israelites 
from whence to date a period of extraordinary suffering ? St. Paul, 
it is true, mentions the circumstance, and calls the mocking, perse* 
cution ; but he mentions it only as a type of the persecution which 
Christians have to endure from the men of the world, and not as the* 
commencement of a period of special affliction to the IsraeHtes, to be 
limited to 400 years. — Qal. iv. c. 29 v. Again, the affliction was to 
be imposed by those to whom the seed of Abraham should be in a 
state of servitude. This is the express statement of the passage ; but 
was Isaac in a statlB of servitude to Ishmael ? And further, the 
affliction of the seed of Abraliam was to take plaee at some fdture 
period, and in another country ; '* iihy swd shM he a stranger in a 
land that %9 not theirs;*' clearly teaching that the affliction should 
not be endured in Canaan where Abraham then resided, and where 
Isaac always resided, but in another land, to which the seed of 
Abraham should at some future period migrate. And then, lastly, 
the interpretation in dispute is at variance with the whole history of 
the seed of Abraham for more than 200 years after the weaning of 
Isaac. During this period they experienced no affliction at all 
beyond the comm6n lot of humanity. On the contrarv, their cir* 
cumstances were nitft only easy, but prosperous in a high degree ; 
and as to their being in a state of servitude to the Canaanites, there 
is not a single instance recorded. To suppose, therefore, that the 
400 years' affliction commence dat the weaning of Isaac is to antedate 
it more than 200 years : it is, in fact, a lal^cation of the sacred 
history ; and to fix up(m the isolated instance of the mocking of a 
child by his brother, two centuries before either servitude or affliction 
was known, as the commencement of these 400 years' affliction, is, 
in our judgment, a piece of trifling utterly irreconcilable wit& all 
rational exposition. £very part, therefore, both of the passage vti 
question, and of the history of the period, is inconsistent with the 
noticMD: that the 400 yeai^' affliction commenced with the mocking of 
Isaac; and refers, with all the deamess that can be.iequiredj to the' 
residenee of the Israelites in Egypt, and to their residence there 
only ^ ^r can it be fior a moment su^osed that aay.other ccmstroction • 
WYKOld ever have hem put upon it bjr any sensible interproter^ had it 
not been for some Qther consideration not involved in .the passage 
itself. As to the argument in £Etvour of the common interpretation, 
which is sometimes founded upon Gen. acv. o. H v., I would observe, 
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that if the 400 years are to be dated from the mocking of Isaac, the 
four generations must be dated firom that tkoe too; to the latter is 
evidc»atly e3q>ressive of the same period as the former. To date, 
therefore, the commencement of the 400 years from the mocking of 
Isaac, and the commencement of the four genwations 190 years 
afterwards, as Dr. Hales and others have done, I cannot regard in 
any other light than as a piece of sheer management, utterly unworthy 
of a biblical expositor. Such management, it is true, is rendered 
necessary by dating the 400 years from <lie mocking of Isaac; 
because from that period to the exode there are six generations ; but 
this necessily only still further shews the inconsistenc y o f dating the 
400 years m>m the circumstance already named. With regard to 
the method of determining the length of periods, by the number of 
recorded generations, some observations will be made in a subsequent 
part of the dissertation. It may be proper here to state, however, that 
the Hebrew word which' is rendered generatidn in the passage before 
us, is exceedingly indefinite, and signifies a circle of a hundred years, 
just as well as the average circle of human life ; and it is in the first 
of these significati<mB that it appears to be employed in ihe passage 
to which we have just now referred. 

From the examination which we have now instituted relative to 
the 400 years' servitude and affliction, we come to the conclusion 
that the period did not commence with the mocking of Isaac, but that 
it refers solely to the' residence ^of tiie Israelites in Egypt, and to 
the sufferings to which they wete there subjected ; and in support of 
this Conclusion we have the express statement of Josephus twice re- 
corded. In Book I, chap. x. sect. 3, he states that a divine voice 
came to Abraham, " declaring that their neighbours would be griev- 
ous to his posterity when they should be in Egypt, for four hundred 
years, during wluch time they should be afflicted.'' And then in 
Book II, chap, ix, sect. 1, after describing the various kinds of 
hardships, which the Egyptians imposed upon the Israelites he ob- 
serves : ** and four hundred years did i&6y spencL under thbse afflic- 
tions." 

The next scripture passage which we have to consider occurs in 
Exodus xii. c. 40 y. — '' Now the sojouming of the children of Israel, 
who dwelt in Egypty wets four hundred and thirty-yearsJ^ One 
would haye thought that a statement like this, so plain and decisive, 
would settle the question of the duration of the residence of the 
Israelites in Egypt. But sndi is by no means the case. Dr. Een- 
nicott observesi '' That the descendants of Israel did not dwell 430 
years in Egypt, may be easily proyed, and has often been demon- 
strated." AM the aathor of the Sacrod Aanab, after citing the 
above text, wbioh states that the <MdDra of Israel dwelt in Egypt 
480 ye^rs, remarks» '' This is clearly contrary to &oty as they dw^t 
in Egypt but two hundred and fifteen years."* Buck affirmations as 
these are somewhat startling, and coming from tiie quarter from which 
they do, and under the circumstances of the case, they can scarcely 
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fail to excite some degpnee of surprise* That, in the manner to which 
reference is made in the commencement of the discussion of this 
period, it ** has often been demonstrated/' that the descendants of 
Israel did not dwell 430 years in Egypt, is true enough ; but, that 
it " is clearly contrary to fact," that they dwelt in Egypt so long, is 
a statement which neither the nature of the evidence, nor the con- 
sent of expositors, sustains. Had it not been for the indefinite ob- 
servation of St. Paul in his epistle to the Gkdatians, which will be 
considered ere long, it is doubtful whether the positive declaration 
of Moses, in the passage just cited, would ever have been called in 
question ; for in every argument that has come under my notice on the 
popular side of the cQsputo, St. Paul has been regarded as the final 
and decisive source of appeal ; and therefore, it is not clear, that the 
statement of Moses now under consideration, is contrary to fact. 

But let us see how this statement of Moses is sought to be dis- 
posed of. Two methods are employed, each of which is fatal to the 
other. The first consbts in charging the statement with an omission, 
and in trying to supply the omission from other sources ; and the 
second consists in chafing it with a redundancy, and in trying to 
pare off the superfiuous member. As to the first : the alleged omis- 
sion is supplied partly from the Septuagint, which adds the expres- 
sion, '' and in the land of Canaan :'' but this being insufficient, 
recourse is also had to the Samaritan, which adds the expression, 
''and of their fathers ;" so that the passage is made to read thus : 
"]^ow the sojourning of the children of Israel, (and of their fathers,) 
which they sojourned in the land of Egypt (and in the land of 
Canaan,) was 430 years.'' These additions, says Dr. Hales, are ab- 
solutely necessary to adjust the chronology of the period.* No 
doubt they are, on the assumption that, &e Israelites were only 
215 years in Egypt : but the question is, are these scripture additions, 
or are they nteie human additions ? To say that they are scripture 
additions^ is to charge the Jews with mutilating the Hebrew text, in 
order to lei^gthen their chronology — ^a charge which has never been 
preferred, and which is directly at variance with the charge of cor- 
rupting l^eir text in order to shorten their chronology, which Dr. 
Hales has so successfdlly established. The &ct is, &at these addi- 
tions are of human origin ; otherwise, both the Hebrew and the )Sep« 
tuagint must be charged with corruption ; and the Samaritan, which 
is stated by biblical scholars, to be of jio authority as a source of emen- 
dation,f must be regarded as the true text. So obviously indeed 
are these additions merely human, that Dr. Davidson, although con- 
tending that the Israelites were only 215 years in Egypt, resigns 
them ^ worthless.^ And Mr. Smith too, although in his Patriarchal 
Age, he has appealed to one of them as the only means of reducing 
the 430 years to 215 ; yet» in a subsec^uent work he abandons them 
both,. and states, ''More careful inquiry, however, has tended to 
establish the oneidii of the Hebrew as the correct text."§ From 

* Analysis, vol. 2, p. 181. f Kitto's Biblical Cyclopaedia, vol. 2, p. 675. 
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tbeM facts then» it seems suffioieoitly clear, that the first method of 
disposing of the statement of Moses, is, to say the least of it, a 
complete failiire. 

We proceed now to the second method, namely, that which chaises 
the text with a redimdancy. Dr. Davidson states that, '* the clause, 
* who dwelt in Egypt* ia acctdentaly not essential to the sentence/'* 
And Mr. Smith obs^es that, ** the words, * who dwelt in Egypt,' 
are not at all essential to the sense, and seem to have been used simply 
to point out and identi^the persons who are spoken of."f To have 
to eontroyert the opinions of either of these two highly esteemed 
authors, is to me by no means an agreeable task ; and yet I cannot 
avoid animadverting on the inconclusive and objectionable character 
of the above statements. The reason assigned by Mr. Smith for the 
employment of the words, **who dwelt in Egypt" is somewhat 
singular — " to point out and identify the persons who are spoken 
of," — ^as though the expression, ** children ^Israel" did not point 
out and identify them ; or, as though there were some children of 
Israel during these 430 years who had not dwelt in Egypt. But 
passing by this singtilar reason ; — ^where is the evidence that the 
claose, '* who dwelt in Egypt," is accidental, not essential, and not 
at aU essential to the sense ? ISot a syllable of evidence is given by 
either of these writers. To say that the clause is accidental^ is 
marvellous in the extreme. Did not Moses know what he was 
recording, and did he not record his &cts deliberately ? The residence 
of the Israelites in Egypt was the most memorable circumstance in 
their whole history, and to suppose that their historian, in a solemn 
record on the subject, shortly after their miraculous deliverance, 
mentions the circumstance only accidentally, is a sentiment to which 
it is iiext to impossible to give credence. If a clause of this nature 
is accidental, it wiU be difficult to say what clause in the Bible is not 
accid^tal. And then, as to the clause in question not being essential 
to the sense; — of course, it is not essential to the sense, on the 
assumption that the Israelites were in Egypt only 215 years; on the 
contrary, it is exceedingly antagonistic to t&e sense. But, to impose 
a sense on a text at variance with one of its clauses, and then to set 
aside the force of the embarrassing clause by saying that it is not 
essential to the sense, is, to bslj the least of it^ a very dangerous 
principle of exposition, and one that may be employed for other 
purposes than those of chronology. If, however, we were to admit 
that the clause is not essential, and if we were even to expunge it 
&om the passage, still, the passage would stand opposed to the 
theom that the children of Israel were in iE^ypt only 215 years, 
''^ow the sojourning of the children of Israel was 430 yi^ars." 
These 430 years, it is alleged, commenced with the call of Abraham. 
But were Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, the children of Israel ? 
By the ohildreu of Israel, I presume we are to understand the 
cldMren of Israel, and if so, their sojourning, on the supposition that 
th^ were no more than 215 years in Egypt, was only 267 years ; 
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aiid yet the text says 430. It is evident, then, that the second 
method of trying to dispose of this text, is quite as unsuceessful as 
the first, and, in fact, involves elements more objectionable. 

We have now considered the two methods wMch ai*e employed to 
reconcile the statement of Moses with the notion that the Israelites 
were only 215 years in Egypt. The first accuses the text of being 
deficient, and generously supplies what is wanting; and the second 
accuses tiie text of being redundant, and pares it down to its sup« 
posed proper dimensions. Dr. Hales regards the first method as 
absolutely essential to adjust the chronology of the period ; while 
Dr. Davidson and Mr. Smith, convinced of the unsoundness of the 
first, adopt the second as the only remaining course. Being contra- 
dictory, however, each is alike fatal to &© other ; and both, we 
believe, are shewn to be inconsistent and inconclusive. 

In the above text, then, we have a clear and definite statement of 
the period during which liie Israelites sojourned in Egypt, — a state- 
ment which no legitimate mode of exposition can ever reconcile with 
tiiie common theory of 215 years ; and which nothing but a system of 
unwarrantable supplement on the one hand, or of torture on the 
other, can divest of its obvious and decisive meaning. This conclu- 
sion, we submit, is fully sustained in the preceding discussion ; but 
if it need any support firom literary authority, we refer to Olshausen, 
Havemick, Dr. Beard, and Kenrick, the last of whom, speaking of 
the text in question, remarks, *' These words are so precise, that no 
other sense would ever have been affixed to them than that the 
sojourning in Egypt lasted 430 years, had not a difficulty arisen 
from the mention of the fourth generation in the prophecy to 
Abraham."* 

The third and last Scripture passage which we have to examine, 
occurs in Gal. iii. c. 17 v. The Apostle, referring to the covenant 
which Gk)d made with Abraham, observes, *' And this I say, that the 
covenant^ that was confirmed before of Ood in Christ, the tawy which 
was four hundred and thirty years after, cannot disannul* The 
common interpretation of this passi^, as I have already remarked, 
is, that the 430 years commenced with the call of Abraham when he 
was 75 years of age, that fh)m this oizcumstance to the descent of 
the IsraeUtes into £^;ypt there were 215 years, and that as the law 
was given after the deliverance of the Israelites jfrom Egypt, so the 
residence of the Israelites in I^gy^t could not have been more ^^^^ 
215 years, for that is the sum required to make up the 430, according 
to the statement of St. Paul. All this, no doubt, seems very plausible; 
but let us see whether it will bear ihe test of examination, 'that 
there is no passage in the scriptures which states, either directly or 
indiiecfly, that the Israelites were only 215 years in Egypt, is 
certain. The only passages on this subject say 400 and 430. It 
follows, therefore, that tiie number 215 has no direct scripture 
authority, to say nothing of its express contradiction of the numbers 
just mentioned. With regard to &e interpretation of the statement 

* Ancient Egypt under the Pharoahs, vol. 2, p. 814. 
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of St. Paul, it may be asked, — On what authority, or on what prin- 
ciple, are ^e 430 years dated ^m the 76th year of Abraham ? 
Abraham had two caUs from God ; the first when he was 60 years of 
age, to leave TJr of the Chaldees ; and the second when he was 75^ 
to leave Gharron ;* and why should tiie 430 years be dated from tiie 
second rather than fh)m the first ? No scriptural reason whatever is 
assigned for this : it suits a certain chronological theory, and Aat is 
all diat can be said. But, on what authority, or on what principle^ 
are the 430 years dated fr^m a call of Abraham at all? The apostle, 
in the passage before us, says not a syllable respecting the call of 
Abraham, nor does he make the slightest allusion to such a circum- 
stance. What the apostle speaks of is, the e&venant which God 
made with Abraham, a circumstance which did not take place till 
9 years after the second call. The second call of Abraham is re- 
corded in the 12th chapter of Genesis; bat we read of no covenant 
that God made with him till we arrive at the 15th chapter ; so that 
even the statement of St. Paul, which is regarded as the grand 
decisive proof that the Israelites were only 215 years in Egypt, 
cannot be made to quadrate with the theory without being tortured. 
Date the 430 years from the milking of the covenant of which the 
apostle speaks, and we shall have 224 years for the residence of the 
Israelites in Egypt; but this is a disagreeable result; the 215 must, 
at all events, be preserved intact ; and, therefore, the 430 must be 
ante-dated 9 years ! And this is called biblical exposition ! 

Having now shewn that the passage in question not only affords 
no support to the theory of 215 years, but that it is positively inimical 
to it, it remains that we furnish an interpretation to which we believe 
no valid objection can be made. It is an obvious principle in biblical 
intisipretation, that those texts which are indefinite must be inter- 
preted by the assistance of those which are definite ; and it is another 
obvious principle, that two texts must never be interpreted so as to 
contradict each other. Let these two principles, then, be applied in 
the interpretation of the text in question, and every apparent diffi- 
culty we think at once vanishes. St. Paul does not state that the 
law was given 430 years after the institution of the covenant with 
Abraham, but 430 years after Ihe confirmation of the covenant. Now, 
granting that the covenant was confirmed both to Abraham and to 
Isaao, it is to Jacob only that the covenant is expressly said to have 
been confirmed;! and the last of these confirmations took place when 
Cbd appeared to Jacob as he and his family were on their journey 
into Egypt.t The question, then, is, — ^To which of these confirma- 
tbns does the apostle refer ? This the text does not state, and herein 
consists its indefiniteness. By comparing the text, however, with 
Exodus xii. c. 40 v., where Moses declares that the sojourning of the 
diildren of Israel which dwelt in Egypt was 430 years, we see that 
tiie apostle refers to the last confirmation of the covenant; inasmuch 

* Hale's Analysis, vol. 2, p. 109, 
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as this view, whicli is in perfect accordance with the two principles 
of interpretation already laid down, makes the 430 years of Moses, 
and the 430 years of the aposde, exactly to agree, at least within a 
few months. 

To the above interpretation of St. Paul's statement, and which is 
given in substance by Olshausen, we know of no objection : it rescoes 
the passage from the obvious torturing to which it has been subjected 
by chronologers and expositors, in order to make it quadrate with an 
assumed theory ; and it places it in entire harmony with every other 
scripture statement relating to the subject. 

llie next point of evidence which we have to consider is that <^ 
Josephus. In the second book of his Antiquities, chap 15, sect. 2, 
he states that the Israelites left Egypt '^ 430 years eifcer our forefather 
Abraham came into Canaan, but 215 years only after Jacob removed 
into Egypt." This statement is very clear ; and here, undoubtedly, 
we have the origin of those perversions of the three scripture texts 
already noticed. When Josephus confirms or illustrates the state- 
ments of the Sacred Writers, let his testimony have all the weight 
that is due to it ; but we have yet to learn that Josephus is the 
standard of truth, and that the scriptures are to be stretched, and 
curtailed, and twisted, in order to make them quadrate with Josephus. 
Besides, we have already cited other two passages from Josephus, in 
both of which he distinctly affirms that the affliction of the IsraeliteB 
in Egypt lasted 400 years. Before Josephus, therefore, can be 
appealed to in support of the theory of 215 years, and especially 
before his statement can be made the foundation of that theory, 
Josephus must be reconciled with himself. For the two statements 
respecting the 400 years, Josephus has the express authority of 
scripture ; but for the one statement respecting the 215 years, he has 
no scripture authority at all ; on the contrary, he contradicts both 
the scriptures and himself. And then, further, it is allowed on all 
liands that Josephus has in many places been corrupted ; and, there* 
fore, the probalnlity is that the statement in question has been foisted 
inb^som^teami; for it Ib incredible fl2tU writer of his acute- 
ness, after having twice affirmed that the Israelites were affiicted 400 
years in Egypt, should, within a few pages, state that they were in 
Egypt only 215 years. If, however, this statement is held to be 
genuine, so are the other two statements held to be genuine, and they 
have, moreover, the express authority of scripture. The obvious 
result, therefore, is that---Josephus contradicting both the scriptures 
and himself—his statement respecting the 215 years is of no value. 

The last branch of evidence bearing upon the pmod in question, 
is the number of the recorded generations from tiie entrance of the 
Israelites into Egypt to their exodus. These generations are Levi, 
Kohath, Amram, and Moses. Levi was about 48 years of age when 
tihe Israelites entered Egypt, and Moses was 80 years of age wh^ 
they left Egypt ; and, since tiiere were only two generations between 
them, it is impossible, it is said, that the Israelites could have been 
480 years in Egypt. So it is : and, on the same principle of calcu- 
lation, it is impossible that the Israelites, when they left Egypt, 
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could have amounted to upwards of three millions of persons, according 
to the calculation of Dr. Adam Clarke^* founded upon the scripture 
fact that there were six hundred thousand fighting men ; because, 
for seyenty-fiye persons, not more than fifteen couples of whom were 
married, to have produced such a number in three generations, each 
married couple, during the whole period, must have given birth to 
between sixty and seventy children, and every one of these children 
must have lived to become a parent, — a supposition which is perfectly 
preposterous. Indeed, if the recorded generations be taken as a 
ground of aigument, even 216 years cannot be obtained without a 
considerable amount of stretching ; for Levi must have been 48 when 
Kohath was bom, Eohath must have been 75 when Amram was 
bom, and Amram must have been 60 when Moses was bom (according 
to the reckoning of Abulforagius, ) — a mode of reckoning which is alto- 
gether inconsistent, both wifii the rapid multiplication of the Israelites 
and with the proportion which the time of puberty bears to the age 
of man. Lepsius, founding his ealculation on this principle, namely, 
•the recorded generations from Levi to Moses, comes to the conclusion 
that the Israelites were in Egypt only about 90 years ;f and his 
calculation is certainly more rational and consistent than that of 
AbulfEffagius. The fbict, however, is that both have erred ; the one in 
making &e generations too long, and the other in making them too 
short : and both have erred, likewise, in supposing that there were only 
two generations between Levi and Moses. It is true that only two 
are recorded; but it by no means follows that only two existed. 
The Sacred Writers, it must be observed, did not always deem it 
necessary to record all the names belonging to a genealogical series. 
Take, for example, the generations from Levi to Heman, who was 
cotemporary with David : the author of the first book of Chronicles, 
•vi. c. 33 — 38 v., records twenty-two generations ; and yet the author 
of the book of Euth, St. Matthew, and St. Luke, record only eleven 
generations from Judah to David, thus omitting one half of the 
names. And then, take also the generations from Abraham to Ghiist : 
St. Luke records fifty-six generations during this period, and yet St. 
Matthew records only forty-one; thus omitting fifteen names, in 
addition to the eleven which St. Luke has omitted. From these 
fiacts, then, it is evident that the Sacred Writers felt themselves under 
no necessity whatever to record all the names in a genealogical 
series. Their object in recording generations was to establish 
genealogical descent; but to record the names of more or less of the 
prindpfd persons was denned quite sufficient by the Jews, otherwise 
St. Matthew would have been charged with having given an incorrect 
Hst, whereas nothing of the kind seems to have occurred. Such being 
the &cts of the case with r^ard to the recorded generations of the 
Bible, every one must see tiie futility of any attempt to determine 
the length of the period in question by an appeal to such a dubious 
kind of evidence ; and especially when tiiat att^pt> as in the present 

* Commentary on Exodus, xii. c. 87 ▼. 
t Letters from Egypt, &c., p. 476, Bohn's edition. 
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instance, leads to a condtuion directly at yariaoce with an expteBB 
statement on the subject. It is allowed by Dr. Hales, that not cndy 
the author of the book of Euth, but that St. Matthew, and St. Luke 
likewise, have omitted four generations between Obed and Jessie ; 
and if these writers have omitted four sucoessiye generations imme- 
diately prior to the fiither of David ; if, in addition to these, they 
have likewise omitted other six between Levi and David ; and if, in 
addition to these, St. Matthew has omitted other fifteen between 
Abraham and Christ, where is the improbability that Moses loA 
omitted some between Levi and himself? So far, indeed, from this 
being improbable, it is certain that he has omitted some. His own 
statements prove this: first, he tells us tha,t the seed of Abraham 
were to be afflicted in Egypt 400 years, and that their residence 
there was 430 years, a period which must of necessity require more 
than three generations ; and then, secondly, he tells us that when the 
Israelites left Egypt, the number of fighting men amounted to 
600,000, which, on the moderate calculation of Dr. Clarke, already 
referred to, gives 3,243,000 as the entire number of the Israelites; 
whereas 75 persons, supposing 20 couples of them married, which 
was not the case, and supposing each couple to rear 15 children to 
become fathers and mothers, yet at this h^h ratio, they would not 
produce in three generations more than 20,000 or 25,000 at most, 
which is not a fourteenth part of the number required. It is clear, 
therefore, that there must have been more than three generations; 
although Moses has omitted to record them, because unnecessary to 
the object he had in view. 

Before we dismiss the consideration of the fourth period, it may 
be proper to offer a remark on the 400 years mentioned in the 15th 
chapter of Genesis, as compared with the 430 years mentioned in the 
12th chapter of Exodus. The 400 years, during which the Israelites 
were to be afflicted in Egypt, is generally allowed to be a round 
number; and this accords with the 16th verse of the chapter, which 
informs us that in the fourth generation the^ should return to 
Canaan, t.^., in the fourth century of their affliction ; for the word 
generation here, as we have already stated, signifies a circle of a 
hundred years.* The exact time when the afflictions of the Israelites 
commenced, it is impossible to ascertain; it is highly probable, 
however, that they commenced, in some degree at least, dionly after 
the death of Joseph, which took place 71 years after the entrance of 
the Israelites into Egypt. Subtracting, then, 71 from 430, the 
number of years during which they sojourned in Egypt, we have 350 
years, say 350, as the period of their affliction ; so that their deli- 
verance from Egypt took place about the middle of the fourth 
generation or century after the afflictions began ; and the period of 
tiieir affliction, in the indefinite language of prophecy, is expressed 
by the round number of 400 years. 

We have now discussed at considerable length the various points 
of evidence relating to the period in question. We have presented 

* Kitto's Biblical Cyclopaedia, vol. 1, p. 748. 
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fhe aigtiments of those who contend fbr 215 yean, and fthewn ihdr 
ntter inconsistency and inconchisiyenesB. And we beliere that, hy a 
finr, unobjectionable, and scriptond line of argament and criticimiy 
we have established the position, that the Israelites were 430 years 
in Egypt.* 

VOTK PXBIOD. — WBOM. THM SX0B17S 10 XHX TEUX SSETITirDX. 



The fonner part of this period is eaaiy determined, but the latter 
part it is impossible to fix wilh any d^^ee of precision. That the 
Israelites wandered 40 years in Ihe wilderness, admits of no ques- 
tion. At the close of &e second year of this wandering, Moses sent 
the spies to take a survey of Canaan ; and at this time Galeb was 
40 years of age, Joshua xiv. c. 7 v. When the land of Canaan was 
divided amongst the tribes, Caleb was 85 years of age, v. 10 ; and 
therefore the division of the land took place 7 years idter the Israel- 
ites crossed the Jordan ; for 40 years, the* age of Caleb when the 
^ies w^re sent out, — 38 years, from thence to tiie passage of Jordan, — 
and 7 years, from the entrance into Canaan to the division of the 
land, make 85. From the division of the land to the commencement 
of ti^e first servitude we have no scripture date; Josephus however 
states, that Joshua died 1 8 years after the division of the land ; and as 
tiiere is no reason to doubt the correctness of the statement, and as it 
is moreover adopted by several eminent chronologers, we may r^ard 
it as a settled point. We have thus obtained 40 plus 7 plus 18=65 
years from the Exodus to the death of Joshua. But from the death of 
Joshua to the first servitude of the Israelites under Chushan- 
rishathaim, we have uot only no scripture date, but we have no 
date from any other quarter that is of any value ; and therefore, the 
length of time can be ascertained only approximately, from the cir- 
cumstances stated to have occurred during the interval. Chronologers 
and Commentators it is true, have given us dates in abundance, but 
they are all of them obviously too low, some of them absurd, and 
theirvnriety likewise is somewhat amnring. Markham oalc^latea thtf 
interval to have been 34 years ; Dr. Adam Clarke 30 ; Boothroyd 26 ; 
Townsend 22 ; Hales 10; Jackson, Bussell, and Smith 2 years, and 
Usher nothing at all. Amid this diversity of opinion, and especially 
in the absence of any scripture date, all hope of fixing the chrono- 
logy must of course be adandoned ; and yet, we think that an ap- 
proximation much more rational and consistent than any of the 
preceding numbers, is within the reach of an unbiassed inquirer. 

The authority to which reference is usually made on this subject 
is Josephus. But as Josephus is inconsistent and contradictory in 
this instance also, as weH as in some others, his authority is of nd 

* In an article on Sacred Chronology, which I Fent to the Wesleyan 
Magazine iome months ago, I gave the common number of 215 years as 
the period of the residence of the Israelites in Egypt, expressing, however, 
at the same time my dpubts as to its correctness. Subsequent inquiry has 
convinced me that this number is erroneous, and that 430 years is the 
correct number. The course of argument on which this conclusion rests 
is now before the reader. 
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weight. In one place he states, that the period from the Exodus to 
the building of Solomon's Temple was 592 yeajs, and in another 
^aoe he states that it was 612 years. Dr. Hales, basing his calcu- 
lations upon what he calls the true system of Josephtis, nuikes th^ 
period to have been 621 years, and as Josephus reckons 10 years 
between the death of Joshua to the first servitude, the Doctor adopts 
ihe same number. Dr. Jackson, Bishop BusseU, and Mr; Smith 
however, likewise following Jos^hua, tdie 592 years as the period 
from the £xodu8 to the building of the temple, and reckon only 
2 years from the death of Joshua to the first servitude. Thus the 
eantradktory dates of Joaephus may be made to serve almost any 
theory that <^ironQlogerB ehoose to porsfer ; and yet, so wedded are 
some of them to Jos^us, that, rather than abandon him, they will 
adept condusicmB which, as we shall soon see, one of themselves has 
acknowledged to be inconsistent with the dear statements of the 
Word of God. But let uaproeeed to fiie aooount which the scriptures 
gm ua ei the interval in question ; — 

In Ihe book of Judges we are informed that, ** The people served 
ike Lord aU the dofs of Joehwiy and aU the daye of the elders that 
overlived Joshtia, who had seen all the great works of (he Ztord, that 
he did far Israel ; " that '' M that generation were gathered to their 
fathers ; and there arose another generation after them, which [knew 
not the Lord, nor yet the works that he had done for Israel;'* that 
this second generation ** forsook the Lord Qod of their fathers and 
followed other gods;'* and that, as a consequence, '* the anger of the 
Lord was hot against Israd, and he sold them into the hand of 
Chushan-rishathaim, King of Mesopotamia.'' — ^ii. c. 7, 10, 12 v., iii, c. 
8 V. Here then, we see that time must be allowed for the adminis- 
tration of the judges who overlived Joshua; that time must be 
allowed for the dying off of one whole generation of the Israelites, 
and for the rising up of another; that time must be allowed for a 
general apostacy of this second generation ; and that time must be al- 
lowed, also, for the exercise of Divine forbearance prior to their being 
sold into the hand of their enemies. Now, passing by the system of 
Archbishop Usher, which ignores this period altogether, — ^to suppose 
that the circumstances now mentioned could all have taken place in 
the short period df 2 years, or 10 years either, is, we believe, one of 
tiie most perfect absurdities that ever found its way into a system of 
chronology ; and it is utterly astonishing how even eminent men and 
biblical scholars can have brought their minds to endorse such a 
theory. Bishop RusseU himself acknowledges the absurdity ; and 
hence he asks — ** Is it within the boimds of probability, that, in so 
short a period, aU the elders who overlived Joshua should have died ; 
all the generation who were acquainted with the circumstances that 
attended the occupation of the promised land should likewise have 
expired ; and even that a new generation, to whom all these things 
were unknown, should have grown up, deserted their own religion, 
and habituated themselves to tiie service of false gods ? Is it at all 
likely that this mighty revolution in knowledge, faith, and manners, 
should have come to pass in two years ; and, moreover, that the 
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people fihoold have arrived at that tiine at Buoh oa enormoiui piteh 
<tf practical idolatry, as to haTe proToked Jehovah, v^ho is slow to 
anger, and of great pity, to deliver them into the haada of their 



Here, then, the Bishop ftally admits the absurdity of sapposiag 
that an these cireomstances could have taken place in two yean; 
and yet, prostitating both reason &nd common sense at the shrine of 
the contradictory stotonents of Josephos, he allows only two years 
notwithstanding. ''If," says he, ''we were at liberty to make any 
addition to the period between the exode and the foundation of 
Solomon's temple, I should be inclined to insert a number of yean 
immediately before the commencement of the firat servitude."! This, 
certainly, is a marvellous statement to proceed ftom a Ghristtan 
bishop. We are not ai l^erfy, it appean, to differ from a pro&ne 
and inconsistent historian; but we are at liberty to saqriflce the 
inspired account of the author of the book of Judges, and to surrender 
the common dictates of our reason to an imtrutih as obvious as light 
can make it ! Let Joeephus be estimated at his full value ; but we 
are not prepared to immolate the Word of Gon in honour of the 
manes of Josephus. 

Now, although Bishop Bussell did not feel himself at liberty to 
make any addition to the 592 yean assigned by Josef^us as the 
period from the exode to the foundation of Solomon's temple, we feel 
ourselves at perfect liberty to make any addition which scripture &cts 
may require ; and, independently of the acknowledged necessity of 
the case, we have high authority for so doing. Josephus himself 
makes an addition of 20 yean ; for, as we have before observed, he 
assigns 612 yean to the period, as well as 592. Dr. Hales makes 
an addition of 29 yean. The author of the Paschal Chronicle makes 
an addition of 40 yean. Syncellus makes an addition of 67 yean. 
Julius Africanus makes an addition of 149 years. And then, even 
Bishop BuBseU himself admits that the paiticulan which make up 
the 592 are erroneous, and he is obliged to subtract from one, and 
add to another, and to supply a third, in order to preserve his 
favourite number intact. Sudi, therefore, being the facts of the 
case, it is positively ridiculous to talk of not being at liberty to make 
any addition to the 592 yean of Josephus. 

With regard to the interval in question, namely, from the death 
of Joshua to the fint servitude, it is of course impossible to arrive at 
any definite decision. But, firom the droumstances said to have 
occurred, we deem half a century quite little enough, — say, how- 
ever, 45 yean ; and this, we submit, is the very lowest numto with 
which, on rational principles, the statements already given from the 
book of Judges can be reconciled. Adding, then, 45 yean to the 
65 before obtained, we have 110 yean for the period from the exodus 
to the commencement of the fint servitude. 

• Connection, vol. 1, p. 414. f Ibid, vol. 1, p. 415. 
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SIXTH PXSIOD.— -FEOK THE FIBST BEBTITUDE TO THE SETOLT OF THE 

TEN TBIBES. 

The manner in which this period has generally been treated is not 
less olgectionahle than that which we have just considered. In the 
fbrst book of Kings, vi. c. 1 y., there is a stat^nent to the efSsct that 
the foundation of Solomon's temple was laid in the 4S0th year after 
the Israelites left the land of Egypt This statement is now almost 
uniyersaUy allowed to be a Eabbinical forgery; first, because it 
conkadicis several scripture passages; and, secondly, because its 
existence cannot be traced beyond the tune of Origen, the very period 
when so many Babbinical corruptions are known to have tak^i 
place. On this corrupt text, however, Archbishop XJaher founds his 
chnmological system of the period ; but, finding that the particulatB, 
as recorded in different parts of the scriptures, exceed the number by 
more than 100 years, he makes the seven servitudes to coexist witJ^ 
the administration assigned to the several judges, directly contrary 
to the clear and definite statements of the sacred historian ; and thus, 
in fact, expunges from the historical scriptures a period of 111 
years. Such is the inconsistent and scripture-mutilating system of 
Archbishop Usher; and yet, even to the present day, &e dates of 
this system are allowed to disgrace the margin of our Bibles. 

Passing by the strange halluoinatLoas of the Primate of Ireland, 
we have to encounter what we believe to be two errors with regard 
to this period, in a superior class of chronologers, and indeed in 
chronologers generally. The apostle Paul, in hi i discourse at Antioch, 
having stated that God divided the land of Canaan amongst the 
Israelites by lot, observes, ** And after that he gave unto themjudgee 
ohout the space of 450 years, until Samuel the prt^hetJ^ — ^Acts, xiii. c. 
20 V, Now, the obvious meaning of this passage, in our judgment, 
is, that from the appointment of &e first judge to the call of Samuel 
to the prophetical ofiELce, there elapsed a period of 450 years ; and 
yet every chronological exposition of this passage that we recollect 
to have seen, dates the commencement of the 450 years, not from the 
appointment of the first judge, but from the division of the land, as 
though the appointment of the judges immediately succeeded the 
division of the land. The assigned reason for this interpretation is 
the employment of the e:q>ression ** after ihat;^^ but the true reason 
is a supposed chronological necessity. As to the expression " after 
that," no chronological date whatever can be founded upon it; for, 
although it frequently connects two events in immediate succession, 
it is also used when tiie events are fax distant from each other. In 
John, xiii. c. 7 v., for example, and in Bev. 1. c. 1 v., and iv. c. i. v., 
it is rendered ^* heretfter i^ in Acts xv. c. 16 v., it i^tes to events 
separated by some hundreds of years; and tl^n, no sensible com* 
mentator, I presume, wiU conclude that the day of judgment follows 
immediately after death, because of the statement that '' it is ap- 
pointed to man once to die, and after death the judgment." The 
expression in question, therefore, furnishes no reason whatever for 
dating the 450 years from the division of the land. Beside, such an 
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interpretation is inconsifltent with the recorded facts of the caae, and 
is based on no principle either defined or nnderstood. ' The gorern- 
ment of Joshua continued fox IB years after the division of the land ; 
then followed an interval of at least 45 years; and this again was 
succeeded by a servitude of 8 years— all beHaie the appointment <^ 
the first judge : and to merge vSl these years in the 450, baa not only 
no seriptore warrant, but ib also direotly at variaBce with the obvious 
signification of the passage before us. The apostle speaks only of 
the appointment of iSa.e judges, and the 450 years he assigas aa the 
period of their administration down to the time of SemiUBl, the 
prophet. To suppose, therefore, that .these 450 years oonyuenoed 
71 years before t^e first judge was appointed, is clMxty a perversioBy 
and not an interpretation oi the sacred records^ On this arlntraiy 
principle of proceeding, the scriptures may be made to say anything 
that an expositor chooses, and the chronologist may sustain any 
system of dates that he thinks proper to adopt. 

The other error oonsiBts in placing the seeond, third, fourth, fiftih, 
and sixth servitudes immediately after the death ef the preoe&ig 
judges, — a theory which the sacred history does not sanction, and 
which is in itself evidently absurd. The yarious servitudes were the 
result of the apostacy of the Israelites after the death of several of the 
judges. This is expressly stated by the inspired writer — **And 
Othntel, the son of Kenaz, dM; and the children of Israel did evil 
ei§ain m the sight of the Lord : and the Lord strengthened Eglon, 
iting ofMoab, against Israel.^* ''"And the children again did evU in 
the sight of the Lord when Ehud was dead : and the Lord sold them 
inio the hand of Jabin^ king of Canaan.** — Judges, iiL c. 11, IStw^ 
and iv. c. 1, 2 ▼., ftc. !Now, the apestacy of a people is not the 
work of a moment, or of a few days ; it must require some time— 
a few years, to say the least ; and, therefore, to suppose that the 
servitude followed immediately upon the death of the judge, is clearly 
both unscriptural and irrational. What length of time elapsed in 
each case between the death of the judge and the succeeding servit 
tude the scriptures do not state, and therefore it is impossible to 
determine : we may, however, arrive at a tolerably correct calculation 
of these chasms in the aggregate ; and this will sufficiently answer 
our purpose. Josephus tells us, that when Samuel was appointed to 
tiie prophetical office he was 12 years of age ; and as this accords with 
the account that is given us in the third chapter of the first book of 
Samuel, there is no reason why we should not adopt it. Afterwards, 
when Saul was appointed to the throne of Israel, Samuel, as we are 
told by tiie sacred writer, was old and grey-headed, and therefore 
could not have been less than 60 years of age ; Br. Hales supposes 
64 ; but let us take 62 as a fedr and probable estimate. Beckoning 
backwards, then, from this period to ^e call of Samuel to the 
prophetical office, we come to the third year after the termination of 
the sixth servitude. Now, the reigns of the judges and the duration 
of the servitudes, from the appointmetit of Otimiel to the call of 
Samuel, amount, as we shall soon see, to 384 years ; which, being 
deducted from the 450, leaves 66 years as the aggregi^te of the chasms 
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or luluiwl a kt/bmtm &e death of the judge and the wuneedii^g «r- 
yitade. Thus we anrre «t a vaammtmmtm t hn i<f Hiettoonology 
of the period of the judges, and which aocords not only with the 
known principles hoth of the Divine and of human proceeding, hut 
likewise with all the scripture statements that relate to tiie period. 
But, to allow no time whatever for the recorded apostaoies; to place 
&e servitudes immediately after the death of the judges, and thus to 
make the punishment of sin precede the sm itself; apd Ihen to ante- 
date the administration of the judges 71 years hefbre the first judge 
was aju^^dnted, in oider to quadrate the hypothesis wiih the state- 
ment ii 8t. ¥mi1, as chronologers generally have done, — are modes 
of i^oceeding, -the IneonBistency and ahsurdity of which are at once 
ob^ous to every reflecting mind. 

Having, we trust, settled the ehronology thus flsff on a rational 
and sati^ictory basis, it remains that we notice the latter part of the 
period now under consideration. It has already been observed, that 
we refer the expression, '* until Samuel, the prophet,** to tiie time 
ifhen Samuel was called to be a prophet, at the age of 12 years ; 
and this is the view adopted bv Dr. Hales, and indeed the only view 
that is sustained by scripture deolaration. It is true, that at a sub- 
sequent period Samuel was the judge of Israd. Josephus assigns 1 2 
years for what he calls his sole administtation, and the scriptures say 
that he judged Israel all the days of his life; but when he com- 
menced to be a judge the scriptures nowhere state. Beside, the 
passage before cited does not say, Until Samuel the Judge, but. Until 
Samuel the prophet; which clearly refers to the time when God 
constituted Samuel a prophet, by an express commission from 
heaven, respecting the destruction of Eli's house. This was the 
commencement of Samuel's official career, and there is no other event 
in Samuel's history which answers to the expression of the apostle 
Paul. 

After the death of Abdon, the eleventh judge, and the apostacy 
which succeeded his death, we are informed that the Lord delivered 
the people into the hand of the Philistines. This is called the sixth 
servitude, and it continued for 40 years. — Judges, xii. c. 15 v., 
xiii. c. I V. From the 13th chapter, we learn that Samson was bom 
in the beginning of the sixth servitude. This servitude continued 
down to tiie time of Samson's death : and as he had judged Israel in 
the days of the Philistines 20 years (xv. c. 20 v.), it is evident that 
the destruction which he inflicted upon the Philistines at the time of 
his death, by the overthrow of the temple of Dagon, was the termi- 
natiwi of the sixth servitude, which had lasted 40 years, ue., during 
the whole period of his life. 

From the termination of the sixth servitude to the commencement 
of the seventh, by tiie terrible defeat of the Israelites and the capture 
of the ark, which occasioned the death of Eli, Bishop Bussell and 
Mr. Smith reckon an interval of 20 years. This, calcnlation we 
adopt; IjQcause, it is not only probable in itself, but it also reconciles 
the conflicting accounts respecting the duration of Eli's administra- 
tion. The Greek copies of the scriptures, at least many of them. 
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and alao the Alexandrian and Vatican. mannacripta^ say that hia 
adtzdniatration was 20 years; while the Hebrew, Josephusy the 
Latin Vulgate, the Chaldee Paraphrase, and the Syriac and Arabic 
yersions, state his administration at 40 years. This difference seems 
to haye arisen merely from reckoning his administration from two 
different periods equally correct, and which is not uncommon in ancient 
documents. The truth, in all probability is, that Eli judged Israel 
during the last 20 years of the sixth seryitude, i .«., during the whole 
of Samson's administration ; and, likewise, for 20 years afterwards, 
to the commencement of the seyenth servitude, ^e Hebrew, &c., 
reckon, therefore, from the beginning of Eli's administration, which 
was cotemporary with that of Samson, and thus make 40 years ; 
whereas the Greek, &c., reckon from tiie death of Samson, when 
Eli began his sole adnunistration, and thus make only 20 years. 
Both, tiierefore, on this principle of calculation, are correct ; and, in 
the absence of an explicit scripture statement relatiye to the duration 
of the interyal between the termination of the sixth and the com- 
mencement of the seyenth seryitude, this seems to be the only 
rational course that can be adopted. 

The seyenth servitude continued for 20 years and 7 months.^- 
1 Sam. yi. c. 1 y., yii. c. 2 y. At the expiration of this period, as 
we learn from the seyenth chapter, the Israelites defeated the PhiHs- 
tines, and drove them out of their coasts. This was followed by the 
12 years' sole administration of Samuel, according to Josephus; and 
which Dr. Hales, Bishop Bussell, and Mr. Smith, are agreed in 
adopting. Then come the reigns of Saul, David, and Solomon, which 
the scriptures state to have b^n 40 years each. 

From the facts which haye come before us during the consideration 
of this period, it is evident that the scriptures were neyer intended 
to teach a system of consecutive chronology. The yarious chasms 
and the absence of dates which we have noticed, must eyer prove a 
source of embarrassment to the chronologer, and render a definite 
calculation altogether impossible. Josephus, it is true, in some 
instances, affords valuable assistance ; but, in other instances he mis- 
leads, as several of his dates are unquestionably incorrect. Great 
caution, therefore, is required in the employment of Josephus ; and 
in more cases than one his statements must be entirely rejected, 
because directly at yariance with the word of God. The truth is, 
that, with regard to the period now in question, conjecture to some 
extent is inevitable ; and to attempt to avoid it, by supplying the 
absence of scripture dates in eyery instance by those of Josephus, is 
to sacrifice both the statements of sacred history and the dictates of 
common sense. It must be remarked, however, that in those cases 
where conjecture is necessary, the connected circumstances are such 
that an approximation may be obtained sufficiently accurate to answer 
all the purposes of sacred chronology, 

The following Table exhibits the chronology of the period, ac- 
cording to the conclusions adopted in the preceding investigation :— 
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TABLE IIL 



I. — Servitude to Mesopotamia 

1. Othniel, Judge 

Interval for apostacjr • . 
II. — Servitude to Moab .. .. 

2. Ehud and Sharagar, Judges 

Interval for apostacy 
III.— Servitude to Canaan . . 

3. Deborah and Barak, Judges r . 

Interval for apostacy . . 
IV. — Servitude to Midian 

4. Gideon* Judge 

5. Abimelech, do 

6. Tola, do 

7. Jair, do 

Interval for apostacy . . 
V. — Servitude to Ammon 

8. Jephthah, Judge 

9. Ibzan, do. .. 

10. Elou, do. 

11. Abdon do. •• 

Interval for apostacy . . 
VI. — Servitude to the Philistines 

Samuel called to be a prophet 



• • • • 



• • • • • • 

• a t • 

• ■ • • • • 



• • 



• « 



« • 
• ■ 



• 4 



• • 



Remainder of the 20 gears' interval to the death of Eli 
VII. — Servitude to the Philistines 
Administration of Samuel 
Reign of King Saul 

»i ), David . . 

I) ,} Solomon • . 



• • • 

• • « • at 

• • • « • • 



t -• 



t • 



From the first servitude to the revolt 



8 yearsi 

14 
18 
80 
13 
20 
40 
13 
7 
40 

3 

23 
22 
13 
18 

6 

7 
10 

8 
13 
40 

2 



*i5 

s. 



1^ 

o 

cr 

09 






18 

20— 7 m. 

12 

40 

40 

40 

«28— 7 m. 



It willy of course, be observed that the numbers assigned to the 
apostacies are merely an equal division of the aggregate 66, previously 
obtained, as we haye no means of ascertaining the exact duration pf 
each. 

aKVEJ IT H PXBIOn.— FBOM THE BEYOLT OF THE TEN TSIBE8 TO THE 
BETXTBir OF THE JEWS FBOM BABYLOK. 

On the dea& of Solomon, his son Behoboam, being 21 years of 
age, ascended the throne. Immediately after his accession, however, 
he committed an act of folly which at once alienated the affections 
of ten of the tribes, who instantly revolted, and set up Jeroboam, 
the son of Nebat, to be their king. Instead of only one line of kiogs, 
therefore, we have now two ; and to make a proper adjustment of 
their reigns with the dates given in the books of Eongs and of 
Chronid^, is one of the most difficult tasks with which we have to 
cont^id. Dr. Hales calls it the gordian knot of chronologers ; and 
60 it would seem it is, for not one of them has hitherto succeeded in 
untying it. In the consideration of the last period, we had to con* 
tend with Ihe difficulty arising firom the absence of dates; here, 
however, we have dates in abundance, and yet the difficulties an 
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felt to be almost, if not altogether, insnpeFable ; and the conflicting 
condasionB to which chronologen have arrived, together with their 
Tariations from the sacred text, preeent a mass of incongruities per- 
plexing in the extreme. BelatiYe to the length of time that cdapsed 
from the revolt to the captivity of the ten tribes by Shalmanezar, we 
might give a list of 16 or 18 cmronological calculations, each differing 
from the others, and yet all professing to be founded upon the scrip- 
tures, or upon the scriptures and Josephus conjointly. Some of 
these lists we have examined, and compared tiiem with the dates 
given in the books of Kings and Chronicles ; and the results soffi- 
ciently indicate the dif&cuLty of arriving at a correct conclusion. 
Dr. Hales, for example, calculates 271 years; Professor Wallace 
gives 269 years ; Bishop Bussell and Mr. Smith make it 260 years ; 
Dr. Adam Clarke makes it 254 years; Dr. Jahn, 253; and then a 
writer in Kitto's Journal of Sacred Literatore for October, 1849, 
calculates only 240 years, — ^thus making a difference from the highest 
to the lowest of 31 years. Nor is this all : the variations from the 
scripture text are somewhat startHng. Professor Wallace, indeed, 
has prudently avoided coming in collision with the text, by confining 
himself to the chronology of the kings of Judah, without taking the 
slightest notice of the chronology of the kings of Israel. The other 
authors, however, being less cautious than the Professor, have found 
themselves under the necessity of differing from the scripture data in 
not fewer than ten, seventeen, and even more than twenty instances ; 
while the writer in Eitto's Joumal proposes the most arbitrary alter- 
ations of the scripture text. Dr. Clarke's table is, perhaps, upontiie 
whole, the best, as it does least violence to the text ; although it 
differs from the scriptures in not less than ten of its dates. 

Dissatisfied, therefore, with every chronological list of the kings 
of Judah and Israel that has come under my notice, it seemed neces- 
sary to institute a new and independent investigation of the subject, 
and to try if an arrangement of the reigns of &ose kings could not 
be made more agreeable to the statements of the sacxed records. 
Were the Hebrew and Septuagint at variance with each other in their 
dates of this period, it would be proper for tixe biblical critic to 
determine which is the true reading ; but, with one exception, th^ 
are exactiy alike. This exception relates to Jehoash, king of Israel. 
The Hebrew states that he began to reign in the 37tii year of Joash, 
king of Judah; whereas the best copies of the Septuagint read the 
891^ ; and as this reconciles severed other dates, it is evidentiy the 
true reading. Assuming, tiien, that the scripture chronology is 
correct, notwithstanding all it^ difficulties, and that the apparent 
discrepancies must admit of some method of reconciliation, I com- 
mence the perplexing and almost hopeless work. My success, 
although not complete, has exceeded my expectations. Three slight 
discrepancies, however, yet remain ; one, of two years in the reign of 
Ahab,king of Israel; and two, of one year each, in the reigns of Asa 
and Hezelaah, kings of Judah. Witii these three exceptions, 1^ 
fbllowing table 'exactly accords with the dates given in the books of 
Kings and of Chronicles. 
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TABLE IV. 



Tn.of the 
Bevolt. 


Kings of Judah. 


Kings of IsiaeL 


1 


1. Rehoboam 




17 yrs. 


1, Jeroboam .. .. 


22 yrs. 


18 


1. Abijah 




3„ 


18. 




21 


1. Asa 




41 .. 


21. (20tb) 

22. 1. Nadab . . 




22 


£tt • • • • 




• • 


2„ 


23 


o. • • • • 




. • 


2. 1. Baasha 


24 „ 


46 


26* • • • • 




. . 


24., 1. Elah .. 


2 „ 


47 


ill • * • • 9 




• . 


2. Zimri 7 days. Omri 8c Tibni 


61 


«j1 . • • • • 




. • 


5. Omri alone 


6 yrs. 
20 (22) 


58 


t5o. ■ « * . 




. . 


12. 1. Abab .. 


61 


41. 1. Jehosapbat 




25 „ 


4. 




77 


J7» • • • • 




• • 


20. 1. Abaziab 


2 „ 


78 


lo* • • • • 




« % 


2. 1. Joram . . 


12 „ 


82 


22. 1. Jeboram 




«., 


5. 




85 
89 


.^ttM •, ^^r A A a ■ ^ 






8. 
12. 




8. 1. Abaziab 




• • 




90 


1. Athaliah .. 




6,, 


1. Jehu .• 


28 „ 


96 


1. Joash 




40 „ 


7. 




118 


^o. . « • • 




• • 


1. Jeboabaz.. 


17 ,. 


134 


39. (37th) .. 




• 


17. 1. Jeboasb 


16 ,. 


135 


40. 1. Amaziab 




29 „ 


2. 




149 


15. . . . . 




• . 


16. 1. Jeroboam II .. 


41 „ 


164 


1. Interregnum 




12 „ 


16. 




175 


1. Uzziah or Azariah 


62 „ 


27. 




190 


16* • • • • 




. . 


1. Interregnum 
Zacbarian, 6 montbs 


23 „ 


212 


OOt . . . • 




. . 


f w 


213 


Ova . . • • 




. • 


Sballum 1 m, Menabam 10 y. 


223 


49. • ♦ • • 




• « 


Interre^um 


lyr. 


224 


50« • • • . 




. . 


1 . Pekahiab . . 


2 m 


226 


OiS* • • • • 




. . 


1. Pekab 


20 „ 


227 


1. Jotham .. 




20 „ 


2. 


r ■ 


242 


16. 1. Abaz .. 




16 „ 


17. 




246 


20. 5 




• • 


1. Interregnum 


7,. 


253 


12. •• ,. 




. . 


I. Hosbea . . 


9» 


256 


15. 1. Hezekiah 




29 „ 


4. (3) 


' w 


257 


16. 2. . • . • 




. • 


5. 




261 


6 


9. Samaria taken. 





Bekidve to the above table, I remark, first, that the Jews often 
reckoned by current as well as by complete years, so that if a king 
died in tiie 22nd year of his reign, having reigned 21 years and a few 
months, as Jeroboam did, he was said to have reigned 22 years. 
This principle of reckoning removes many apparent difficulties con* 
nected with the reigns of the kings of Judah and Israel. Nadab, for 
example, is said to have begun his reign in the 2nd year of Asa, and 
to have reigned 2 years ; and yet Baasha is said to have succeeded 
him in the 3rd year of Asa. The truth is, that Nadab reigned part 
of the second and part of the third of Asa, and is therefore said to have 
reigned 2 years^ t.^., 2 years current. Want of attention to this 
principle, is the chief cause of the errors which characterise the tables 
of Dr. Hales and Bishop Bussell ; and ignorance of it has led softies 
to charge the scriptures with untruth. . 
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I remark, secondly, that the heir to the crown was sometimes taken 
into partnership witii his f&ther. This is expressly stated to have 
heen the case with Jeboram of Jndah, who is said to have h^gun his 
reign in the 5th year of Joram of Israel^ and consequently 4 years 
hefore his fitther's deatii. — 2 Kings, Tiii. c. 16 t. And such was the 
case, again, with Hezekiah, who reigned 2 years in conjunction with 
his father, as is eyident from ihe fects, that Kosheah^an to reign in 
the 12th year of Ahaz, who reigned 16 years ; and &at the 6th of 
Hezekiah synchronises with the 9th of Hoshea — 2 Kings xyii. c. 1 v., 
xviii. c. 10 y. Both these joint reigns, howeyer, haye heen oyer- 
looked hy chronologers ; and, as a consequence, hoth Dr. Clark and 
Hr. Smith haye heen under the necessity of making Hoshea b^;in 
his reign in the 14th year of Ahaz, instead of the 12th, as stated in 
the text. 

I remark, thirdly, that the scripture dates clearly indicate three 
interregnums; one in the kingdom of Judah, and two in tiie kingdom of 
Israel ; and on no other principle can the dates eyer he reconciled. The 
neglect of this consideration is one of the most froitfttl sources of the 
discrepancies that appear hetween chronological tables and the 
scripture text. Bishop Eussell and Mr. Smitii, for example, oyer- 
looking the interregnum tiiat took place between the death of 
ATnftgmh and the accession of TTzziah, haye placed the commencement 
of TTzziah's reign in the 14th year of Jeroboam II., instead of the 
27th, as the text expressly states. The sacred historian, it is true, 
does not mention an interregnum after the death of Amaziah ; nor 
does he mention an interregnum after the death of Pekah; and yet 
both these chronologeES admit an interregnum in the latter instance. 
Why, then, not admit one in the former, since the necessity is eyen 
greater than in the latter instance, not only arising from tixe dates, 
but also from the &ct that TTzziah was only 4 years of age when his 
fiither died, and consequentiy only 16 when he ascended the throne 
after a twelye years' interregnum ? Beside, to insert an interregnum 
where the dates clearly require it, contradicts no text whatoyer; 
whereas, to make the reigns immediately successiye in sudi a case, 
brings tiie chronologer into direct collision with the express state- 
ments of the word of God. 

It is somewhat singular, that, although I haye adopted a yery 
different principle of arranging tiie kings of Judah and Israel from 
tiiat adopted by Bishop Bussell and Mr. Smith, the result as a 
whole is exactiy the same, namely, 260 years from tixe reyolt to the 
captiyity of the ten tribes. Their tables, howeyer, exhibit at least 
seyenteen yariations from the scripture text, whereas the table which 
I haye giyen aboye exhibits only three. 

From the captiyity of the ten tribes to the captiyity of Judah, 
there is no dificulty in ascertaioing the period. With reference to 
the chronology of the kings of Babylon, howeyer, from the first year 
of Nebuchadnezzar, when the captiyity of Judah commenced, to the 
, first year of Cyrus, when the captiyity terminated, there is consi- 
derable difficulty, arising from the discrepancies of the yarious lists 
which haye be^ transmitted to us by different authorities. The 
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following Table, containing m different liBts, ttdubits fheie diioie^ 
]^cies at one view. 

TABLE V. 



BEROSUS. 
Nebuchodonosor • • • . 
Evilmerodacbus 
Neriglissoorus 
LaboroBoarchodus 
Nabonnedufl 



• • 



• • 



iSyrs. 
2 



• • 



• • 



*9 



17 



9 m. 



)* 



66 9m. 



POLYHISTOR. 

Nebucodrossorus .. •• 43 yrs. 

EmiimarudochuB •• .. 12 „ 

Neglisarus 4 », 

NabodenuB •• 17 i» 



ECCLESIASTICAL CANON. 
NebucbodonoBor . . • • 48 yrs. 
Euilad Merodacb .. •• 5 ,, 
NerigleBaruB or Beltasar S „ 
NabonadiuB •• •• •• 17 „ 



es 



ASTRONOMICAL CANON. 
NebucbodonoBor • • • • 43 yrs. 

lUoarudamuB .. .. .. 3 ,, 

NerigasolaBaruB .. .. 6 

NabonadiuB 34 
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PTOLEMY. 



Nebocolassarus 
Iluarodamus .. 
NiricasBolasBanu 
NabonadiuB • . 



43 yrs. 23 yrs. 



i» 

17.. 
66 



I" 
17 „ 

48 



85 



JOSEPHUS. 

Nebucbadnezzar 43 yrs. 43 yrs. 
Evil Merodacb •• 18 „ 2 „ 
Nielissar .. .. 40 „ 49, 
LaDorosoarchod 9 m. 9 m. 

Naboandel.. .. 17 ^, 17 
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118 9 m. 68 9 m. 



The first fire of the above lists are taken from Cory's Anoient 
Fragments. The first three reigns in the list of Ptolemy, according to 
Cory, are 43 years, 2, and 4 ; whereas, according to Dr. Townsend, 
they are 23, 3, and 5.* And then, Josephus, in his ijitiquities, 
assigns 18 years to Evil Merodacb, and 40 to Niglissar; while in his 
book against Apion, he gives only two years to &e former, and 4 to 
the latter. Amid all this perplexing diversity, then, which the 
above lists exhibit, varying in the entire sum of years from 48 the 
lowest, to 118 the Idghest, we should utterly despair of ever arriying 
at any satisfactory conclusion^ were it not for the data given to us in, 
the sacred scriptures. Eere, however, we obtain a sufficient guide, 
and our perplexity in a great measure comes to an end. The dura- 
tion of iSie Babylonish captivity, says Jeremiah, is 70 years (xxv. o, 
11 v., zxiz. c. 10 v.); and Daniel speaks of the third year of the 
reign of Belshazzar. From the first of these statements, we are 
quite sure ^t every one of the above lista is incorrect. And from 
tiie second, it is equally certain that Laborosoarohod, if he reigned 
only 9 months, was not the Belshazzar of Daniel. To maintain that 
he was, aa an esteemed living author has done, is to sacrifice the 
statement of Daniel at the shruie of Berosus, — a mode of proceedii^ 



* Chronological Arrangement, vol. 2, p. 680. 
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for which no leaaon has yet been assigned. In looking at the abore 
lists, it will be seen IJiat they all agree in giving to Nebuchadnezzar 
a reign of 43 years. This, theiefore, most be rqg;arded as a settled 
'number; and consequently Prideanz and Ughtfoot are wrong in 
giving to him 45 years, and Scaliger and Hales, also, in giving to 
him 44 years. It will be seen, too, that all the lists, with one 
exception, agree in assigning 17 years to Nabonadius ; and, there- 
fore, this likewise must be regarded as correct. It only renudns, 
then, that the intermediate reigns be adjusted, so as to answer the 
scripture requirement : and we think that to assign 3 years to Evil 
Iferodach, and 5 to l^eriglesarus or Belshazzar, according to the 
Astronomical Canon and Dr. Hales ; and 9 months to Laborosoarchod, 
according to Berosus and Josephus, will meet all the demands both 
of the scriptures and of the lists already given. The following table, 
tiierefore, will exhibit the chronology from the captivity of the ten 
tribes to the return of the Jews from Babylon : — 



TABLE VI. 



Tr. of the 

Captiyity. 


Xingiof Jndah. 


Kings of Babylon. 


Tear of 
Bab. Cap. 


2 


7. Hezekiah •• 29yr8. 




9 


24 


29. 






25 


1. Manasseh •. 55 „ 






79 


55. 






80 


1. Amon .. •• 2 „ 






81 


2. 






82 


1. Josiab .. .. 31 „ 






112 


81. Jehoahaz .. 3 m the. 






113 


1. Jehoiakim .. U yrs. 






116 


4. 


1. Nebuchadnezzar 43 yg. 


1 


123 


11. 


8. 


8 


124 


1. Zedekiah .. 11 „ 


9. 


9 


134 


U. Temple destroyed. 


19. 


19 


158 




43. 


43 


161 




Evil Merodack 3 yn. 


46 


166 




Belshazzar .. 5 „ 


51 


167 




Laborosoarchod 9mths 


52 


184 




Nabonadius . . 17 yrs. 


69 


185 


Return of the Jews. 


1. Cyrus 


7a 



VRie period now obtained, namelyy 184 years firom the captivity of 
ihe t^i tribes to the retain of the Jews from Babylon, being added 
to the 260 years whidi elapsed firom the leTolt to the capture of 
Samaria, give 444 years as llie duration of the entire period from tiie 
revolt to &e termination of the Babylonish bondage. 

Having now brought our examination of the yarions chr6nological 
periods down to the first year of Cyrus, it is unneoessary to continue 
it any frirther; since the date of his accession to me throne of 
Babylon, namely, 536 before Christ, is a subject rdative to whidi 
there is no dispute. It only remains, then, that we state the result 
to which the preceding inyestigation has conducted us. 
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Yean. 

From fhe Creation of Adam toUie Deluge 2262 

yy Deluge to the birth of Abraham 1132 

„ Birth ofAbn^iam to the migration to Eg3rpt 290 

„ Migration to the exodus . . • • . • • • 430 

yy Exodus to Hie first servitude ..•.••.. r • 110 
f, First servitude to the revolt of the ten tribes 629 

y, Bevolt to the return from Babylon 444 

f, Betumof the Jews to the vulgar era ••.. 536 

Entire period from the creation of Adam to Christ. . 5833 

The result now stated, comes about midway between the date of 
Lactantius, the Christian father, who wrote in the beginning of the 
fourth century, and that of Pezron, a doctor of the Sarbonne, who 
died in 1706. The former places the creation 5,801 years before 
Christ, and the latter 5,872 before Christ. And then, although the 
above result exceeds the periods fixed by Jackson, Hales, Bussell, 
and Smith, by more than 300 years, it Mis 651 years short of the 
date assigned by Alphonsus X., the scientific king of Castile. By 
what mode of calculation his CastiHan majesty was led to place the 
creation 6,484 years before Christ, we do not know; we feel folly 
assured, however, that such a date cannot be founded upon the 
sacred oracles; for, although we believe that the result already 
stated is the very lowest which an unfettered examination of the 
scriptures will warrant, we know of no means by which the date 
can be carried higher, except by lengthening l^e undetermined 
interval between the death of Joshua and the commencement of the 
first servitude. To add 20 or 50 years, however, to the nimiber we 
have ah'eady assigned, would lengthen this interval to the full extent 
which the recorded circumstances can be made to require : while, 
therefore, with the evidence before us, we feel sati&ed that the 
creation of man cannot consistently be placed lower than b.c. 5,833, 
we are satisfied, also, that it cannot consistently be placed higher 
than B.C. 5,860 or 5,870. 

In bringing our remarks on this subject to a close, we cannot but 
express our regret that, notwithstanding all the light which has 
been thrown upon the question of Biblical Chronology by Jackson, 
Hales, Bussell, and Smith, the demonstrably erroneous and absurd 
Bysbem of Archbishop TJsher is still permitted to retain its place on 
me n:iargin of our Bibles, and to be taught to the youth of our 
country. We should despise a man who would at the present day 
undertake to teach the Ptolemean system of astronomy, and yet our 
pulpits futd schools are perpetually disgraced by inculcating a mani- 
festly corrupt Babbinical system of scripture chronolo|g;y. The 
Ptolemean system of astronomy is supported not only by the testi- 
mony of the senses, but also by tiie testimony of almost all antiquity ; 
whereas the TJshenan chronology, while on the one hand it rests 
only upon a blasphemous Babbinical corruption of the Hebrew text, 
on the other, it is inconsistent not only witii itself, but likewise with 
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all axLtiqniij, bofh Jewish and Ghristiaii, and with the testimony, 
moreover, of the generality of ChriBtian churches at the present time. 
And yet, although we have had the good sense to renounce an 
erroneous system of astronomy, we doggedly ding to a false system 
of biblical chronology, and are almost disposed to charge the man 
with heresy who presumes to call our falsehood in question. It is 
to be hoped that the time is not far distant when Protestant com- 
munities wiU wipe this disreputable blot itom their escutcheon, and 
when our pulpits and schools wiU no longer lend their influence to 
the propagation of a pernicious untruth. 



TABLE Vn. 



CHRONOLOGY OF SCRIPTURE FACTS. 



t • 



Creation of Man 
Seth bom • . 
Eno8 bom • • • 
Cainan bom • • 

Mahalaleel bom 
Adam dies . . 
Jaredbom •• ^ • 
Julian period begins 
Enoch Dom • . • 
Methuselah bom .. 
Lamech bom . . 
Enoch translated •• 
Noah bom 
The Deluge foretold 
Japhethbom .. • 
Sbem bom . . • • 
The Deluge . . 
Arphaxad bom 
Caman bom •• 
Selahbom .. 
Noah dies . • 
Eberbom .. 
Shem dies 
Peleff bom • • . • 
ReuTiom • • « 

Serag bom • • 
Nahor bom » • 
Terah bora • • 
Haran bom 
Abraham born •• 
Sarah bom* 
First Call of Abraham 
Terah dies— Second Call 
Ishmael bom 
Isaac bom 
Marriage of Igaac 



• • 



B.C. 

6833 
5603 
5398 
5208 
5038 
4903 
4873 
4714 
4711 
4546 
4359 

4346 
4171 
3691 
3671 
3669 
3571 
3569 
3434 
3304 
3221 
3174 
3069 
3040 
2910 
2778 
2648 
2569 
2499 
2439 
2429 
2379 
2364 
2353 
2339 
2299 



B.C. 

Jacob and Esau bom • • • • 2279 

Abraham dies .. •• 2264 

Ishmael dies 2216 

Jacob goes to Haran •• 2202 

Levi bom •• .'. •• 2198 

Judahbora 2197 

Joseph bom 2188 

Jacob returns to Canaan . . 2182 

Joseph sold into £g3rpt . . 2171 

Joseph made governor • . 2158 

The Famine begins . . . . 2151 

The Israelites- oo to Egypt 2149 

Jacob dies . . . . . 2132 

Joseph dies 2078 

Levi dies 2061 

Aaron bom 1802 

Moses bom 1799 

Joshua born .. •• 1764 

Caleb bom 1757 

The Exodus .. .. 1719 

The Spies sent out . . • . 1717 

Moses dies 1680 

Israelites enter Canaan . . 1679 

Division of the land •• 1672 

Joshua dies • 1654 

The First Servitude • • 1609 

Oihniel, the first Jud^e •• 1601 

Second Servitude begmt. t 1547 

Ehud and Shamgar, Judges. . 1529 

Third Servitude .. .. 1436 

Deborah and Barak, Judges* • 1416 

Fourth Servitude begins.. 1363 

Gideon, Judge . . • . • . 1356 

Abimelech, Judge •• 1316 

Tola, Judge 1313 

J^ir, Judge •• •• 1299 
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CHBONOLOGT 07 SOBHTUBB TACIfr— tfOn^MMT. 



• • • • 



Fiftb Servitude begins . . 
Jephthah, Judge 
Ibzan, Judge— £11 bom . 
Elon, Judge 



• • • • 



Abdon. Judsre « • 

Siztb Serr. oegins — Samson 



• • • k 



bom 
Eli and Samaon, Judges • . 
Birth of Samuel 
Samson dies 
Call of Samuel 
Seventh Sertr. beg. — Eli dies 
Samuel, Judge 
Saul anointed Kin^ 
David begins to reign 
Solomon begins to reign 
The Temple be|^un 
The Temple finished ~ . . 
Rehoboam — Th£ Revolt .. 
Abjah begins to reign 
Asa do. 
Ahab do. in Israel . . 
Jehosaphat do. 
Jehoram do. 
Ahaziah do. 
Athaliah do. and Jehu 
Joash^ do. 
Amaziah do. 
Uzziah do. 
Jotham do. 
Ahaz do. 
Hoshea do. in Israel . . 
Hezekiah do. 
Ten Tribes taken captive . . 
Manasseh begins to reign - • . 
Amon do. • . 
Josiah do. 
Jehoiakim do. 
Nebuchadnezzar — 70 yrs. cap. 
begins 



• • • • 
• • • • 

• • • • 
El 

• • • • 



• • • • 



• • • t 

* . • • 



• • • • 
• ■ • • 

. • • • 

• * • • 



B.C. 

1255 
1237 
1231 
1224 
12U 

1193 

1173 

1163 

1153 

1151 

1133 

1112 

1100 

1060 

1020 

1017 

1010 

960 

963 

960 

923 

920 

899 

892 

891 

885 

846 

806 

754 

Y39 

728 

725 

720 

696 

641 

639 

608 

605 



• • 



• • 



• • 



Zedekiah 
Temple destroyed 
Evil Merodach 
Belsbazzar • • • • 
Darius and Nabonadius • • 
C3mis— 70 Years Cap. ends 

Second Temple beg^un • . . . 

Samaritans oppose its erection 533 

582 
529 
521 



8.e. 
595 
585 
562 
559 
553 
536 
535 



• • 



Daniel dies about 
Cambyses begins to reign 
Darius Hystaspes reigna 
Building of the Temple re- 
sumed 

The Temple finished •• 
Xerxes the Great reigns • • 
Artaxerxes reigns • • 
Commission or Ezra 
Daniel's 70 weeks begin 
Commission of Nehemiah.. 
Nehemiah's reformation com- 
pleted 

Daniel's 7 weeks end 
Birth of Alexander the Great 
Alexander begins to reign 
Alexander conquers Persia . < 
Alexander dies 

Septuaeint Version made .c 

Antiocnus persecutes the Jews 175 
Martyrdom of the Maccabees 167 
Herod begins to reign . . 37 

Augustus Degins to reign . . 80 
Herod rebuilds the Temple 17 

Messiah bom .. .. •• 5 

Herod, dies 4 

Vulgar Era .. .. a.o. 1 
John's Ministry — Daniel's 69 

weeks end^ .. ... •• 26 
Messiah's Ministry.. ., 29 

Messiah dies— Daniel's 70 weeks 
end 33 



520 
516 
485 
464 
458 
458 
445 

409 
400 
356 
336 
331 
823 
280 
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EGYPTIAN CHRONOLOGY. 



Ths chief authority on the subject ci Egyptian Chronology is 
Itanetho, an Egyptian priest and historian, who flourished in the 
reign of Ptolemy Philadelphus, about 300 years before Christ. In 
adStion to Manetho, however, we have Herodotus, Eratosthenes, 
the old Egyptian Chronicle, Diodorus Siculus, Josephus, Eusebius, 
and a few scattered observations from some other authors. And 
then, at a later date, namely, about a.d. 790, we haye the list of 
Egyptian Sings by SynceUus. All these sources of information, 
however, togeti^er with the recent discoveries that have been made 
in the pyramids and monuments, have hitherto fsuled to present us 
with anything like a consistent and unobjectionable system of 
Egyptian chronology ; and the conclusious to which modem authors 
have arrived respecting the date even of the foundation of the 
kingdom, dxSeac from the highest to the lowest not less than 1705 
years. The following are some of the dates assigned to this event : — 

Years. 
According to Dr. Adam Clarke, the kingdom was founded, b.c. 2188 

„ Prichard 2214 

„ Wilkinson : 2320 

„ Hales and Bussell 2412 

„ Gliddon 2683 

„ Poole 2717 

„ Eadie 2750 

„ Bunsen ^ 3643 

„ Lepsius 3893 

Difficult, however, as it clearly is, from this diversity of dates, to 
ascertain the era of ^e foundation of the kingdom, the arrangen^ent 
of the dynasties is still more perplexing. Dr. Hales, indeed, has 
made short work with the business, by throwing overboard, at one 
fell swoop, the first fourteen dynasties of Manetho ; and in this easy 
method of getting rid of an incubus he has been followed by Biahop 
Bussell. Dr. Eadie and Mr. Smith commence their lists of Egyptian 
kings with the eighteenth dynasty, passing over the preceding 
dynasties with only a few general remarks, and without making the 
least attempt to arrange &em in chronological order. Kenrick, in 
his valuable work on Egypt and the Pharoahs, is still more indefinite ; 
for, although he enters into a Consideration of all the dynasties, he 
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makes no attempt to fix the date of anyone of tfaem, until hs aniyes 
at the first monarch of the twentj-aecond dynasty, who was cotem- 
porary with Eehoboam. Beginald Stnart Poole, howerer, has given 
ns an elaborate airangement of the first eighteen dynastiies, and 
assigned dates to the reigns of some of the Idii^; but both his 
arrangement and his dates are nnsatisfJEU^toiij* And the Chevalier 
Bnnsen, in his celebrated work on ^fmi, ftas diseussed the whole 
subject with an ability peouHar to hma^. This is unquestionably 
the most important production of the age on the subject of Egyptiim 
chronology, and has already exerted an immense iimuenoe on some 
of tiie firot minds in Europe* But, highly as we esteem this incom- 
parable work, we more tim doubt &e correctness of some of the 
conclusions to which itp author has arrived; and we think that a 
little more regard la a higher authority than either Mjanetho or 
Eratosthenes;, would have led to a somewhat different result. 

Such, Umb, being tiie unsettled and perplexing condition ct 
£g}fptiaa duronology, notwithstanding the extraordinaay amount of 
iUbty ttnd research that has been brought to bear upon the subject, 
it may seem presumptuous in the highest d^;ree even to suggest the 
possibility of a consistent settlement of so dMcult a question. And 
yet, after all, it appears to me that unfounded prepossessions on the 
one hand, and a want of due regard to certain points of evidence on the 
other, have embarrassed the subject quite as much as any inherent 
difficulty by which it may be characterised. Let the subject be 
patiently looked at through the medium of the few scattered rays of 
light that have been shed upon it; let not mere theory be elevated 
to the dignity of evidence ; and let the truths with which we are 
ftimished from a divinely revealed source have their proper weight 
assigned to them in the investigation; and then we tlunk that a 
tolerably correct conclusion will not be so difficult as at first sight 
it appears to be. Truth is generally found somewhere between the 
two extremes. Such we have found to be the case with regard to 
the various epochs of the creation of man ; and such, we believe, is 
the case with reference to the dates assigned to the foundation of the 
kingdom of Egypt. 

Now, in laying a basis for a consistent arrangement of Eg3rptian 
chronology, the following important points of consideration require 
to be attended to :— 

1. That the authority of the sacred writers is not to be sacrificed 
to the statements of eitilier Manetho or Eratosthenes. On this point, 
we think that both Bimsen and Lepsius have overstepped the proper 
limits which every believer in Divine Bevelation ought to observe. 
It is true that the dates of scripture are often expressed in round 
numbers, as 20, 40, 80, 200, 500, &c. ; but it is equally true that 
l^ey are also often expressed in definite numbers, as 3, 7, IB, 79, 
135, 538, &c. ; so that the employment of round numbers cannot be 
supposed materially to affect the chronology. To set aside scripture 
chronology altogether, therefore, in consequence of the use of round 
numbers, as Bunsen and Lepsius have done, is clearly an unwairant* 
able and arbitrary mode of procedure. Beside, there is nothing in ' 
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Egj^tiflii chronology that requires such a sweeping measure. Even 
liP it were demonstrated that the lists of Egyptian kings are irrecon- 
olable with scripture dates, we have yet to learn on what principle 
it could be. assumed that the lists are correct, and the dates of 
scripture incorrect : but such is not the case ; there is no demon- 
strated discrepancy between the two chronologies, although there is 
an assumed one, whicb we shall notice ere long ; and, therefore, it 
is'perfectly gratuitous to throw aside the dates of scripture under the 
notion of their disagreement with Egyptian chronology. If, how- 
ever, it were otherwise, we should maintain that the autiiority of the 
sacred writers is worthy of more confidence than all the Egyptian 
lists put together. Hoses Uyed more than a thousand years before 
either Eratosthenes or Manetbo was bom, and he understood the 
chronology botb of Egypt and of the world better than either of 
them. Beside^ in the dironology of Moses, we have no nonsense 
about the reigns of gods and demigods for a period of 20,000 and 
eyen 36,000 years, as we have in Manetho and the Old Egyptian 
Chronicle. And then, further, tbe ancient lists of Egyptian 
monarchs are the most discrepant things in existence ; they neither 
agree in the number of kings, the length of the dynasties, nor the 
simi total ; nor is Manetho consistent even with himself, for he states 
that the reigns of the kings from Menes to Darius amoimted to 5,471 
years, and yet the duration of their reigns, when added together, 
fall 514 years short of this number. To suppose, therefore, that 
Moses and the other sacred writers are to be sa^i£ced at the shrine 
of such fabulous and discrepant lists as these, is rather too absurd to 
obtain our credence. !N'otwithstanding, then, the high reputation 
both of Bunsen and Lepsius, we maintain that the chronological 
catalogues in question must be brought to the proper scripture 
standard ; and that, under the circumstances of the case, nothing 
can be admitted as settled, which does not accord with this standard, 

According to the conclusions established in the discussion on 
scripture chronology, the Deluge took place 3,571 years before 
Christ; and as it cannot be supposed that die kingdom of Egypt was 
founded in much less than 500 years after that period, so the date 
of its foundation cannot be carried higher than about 3,100 b.c. 
Bunsen, however, by dating the foimdation of the kingdom 3,643 b.c, 
has carried it 72 years beyond the Deluge ; and Lepsius, by dating it 
3,893 B.C., has carried it 322 years beyond the Deluge. We should 
demur to these dates, therefore, even if they were dearly sustained 
by Eg;yptian chronology ; but, as they lie under the double disad- 
vantage of being both at variance with the scriptures and unsustained 
by Egyptian chronology, except by assuming what requires to be 
proved, we reject them at once as inconsistent and erroneous. 

2. The second point that requires to be considered, is, the length 
of the period during which the Shepherd kings reigned in Egypt. 
Dr. Hales and Bishop EusseU state that it was 260 years ; whereas 
Chevalier Bunsen states that it was 929 years. We think that both 
numbers are wrong; the one by defect, and the other by excess; 
and that the truth, in this case too, lies between the extremes. The 
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only authority we liaye on this snbjeot is Manotho, who, however, ht 
Terr differen^y lepiesented by jQsephus and AMcanns. In Mane* 
tho^B catalogue of Egyptian kings, as given by AMcanns, it is stated 
that the I5th dynasty consisted of 6 Shepherd kings, who zeigned 
284 years; l^t the 16th dynasty consisted of 32 Shepherd kmgs, 
who reigned 518 3reaiti; and that the 17th dynasty consisted of 43 
Shepherd kings, iad 43 Theban Diospolites, who reigned 151 years. 
Josephus, however, who cites the historical account which Manetho 
gives of the invasion of Egypt by the Shepherds, and their expulsion, 
inserts the following passage from his autiior : '* These people whom 
we have before named longs, and called shepherds also, and their 
descendants, kept possession of Egypt 511 years."* l^ow, for several 
reasons that may be assigned, we believe this to be the true number. 
In the first place, it is allowed by all Eg3rptologers, that the catalogue 
of Manetho, as given by AMcanus, is very incorrect ; and Bunsen 
himself expunges the names of several of the kings from the various 
dynasties. Secondly, the statement that the 17th dynasty of 151 
years, consisted of 43 Shepherd Kings and 43 Egyptiim king^ is 
clearly absurd : Bunsen admits this, and therefore he annihilates at 
once ihe 43 Eg]^tian sovereigns, and makes the 43 Shepherds the sole 
rulers. Thirdly, in the canon which CynceUus himself gives us of 
the kings of E^jrpt, he omits the 16th and 17th dynasties altogether. 
Fourthly, the number 511 years, given by Josephus as the period of 
the Shepherd rule, is in itself more probable than the 953 given by 
AMcanus. And then, lastly, Josephus, when he cited from Manetho, 
was writing against Apion, a shrewd Eg3rptian historian, and there- 
fore he was placed imder more than ordinary obligations to quote 
his author correctly. 'For these reasons, then, we regard the .51 1 
years stated by Josephus from Manetho, as the true period of the 
Shepherd rule in Egypt; and in this conclusion we have the good 
fortune to be supported by Lepsius, who cites Josephus as the proper 
authority on the subject, and likewise by Mr. Lane and R. S. Poole. 

Such being the character of the evidence relative to the duration 
of the Shepherd dominion, we are more surprised at Dr. Hales and 
Bishop Eussell in making it only 260 years, than we are at Chevalier 
Bunsen in making it 929 years. The GhevaHer has at least some 
ground on which to base his number, whereas the doctor and the 
bishop have none at all. Josephus, it is true, gives 260 years as the 
duration of the reigns of lihe first six Shepherd kings, but he states 
explicitly that they and their successors reigned 511 years. To make 
the Shepherd rule, therefore, only 260 years, in the presence of such 
a statement as this, manifests at least a seeming disregard of historic 
testimony, of which no author ought to be guilty. 

3. The third point of consideration relates to those biblical state- 
ments from which we may infer what dynasties occupied the throne 
of Egypt at the two periods of the entrance of the Israelites and 
their exodus. When Joseph met his father and his brethren on their 
entrance into Egypt, he said to them, **And it.shaU come to pasSf 

* Against Apion, B. 1, lec. 14. 
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whim JPkarwih shaU -call you, and shall say. What is your oeeupatioh f 
that ye shall say, Thy servants* trade hath been about cattle from our 
ymiUh until nowy both we, and also our fathers : that ye may dwell in 
ike land of Ghshen : for every sh^herd is an abonunation to the 
Egyptians. — Qen. xlvi. c. 33, 34 v. Now, the Queation is, whe&er 
tlus statement accords best with titie %epherd dynastj, or with a 
dynasty of natiye princes? The last clause, at first view, wonld 
teem to indicate that the usurping Shepherds were expelled, and 
tbat a native soyereign was now upon the throne. This supposition, 
however, is entirely at yariance with the former part of the state- 
ment, and especially with the 6th verse of the following chapter, 
where Pharoah says to Jos^h, *^ The land of Egypt is before thee; 
in the best of the land make thyfiUher and brethren to dwell; in the 
land of Ooshen let them dwell; and if thou hnowest any men of 
activity among them, then make them rulers over my eatUeJ* We 
fiilly concur, therefore, in the sentiments of Br, Eadie,* that if the 
Shepherds were now expelled, and a native prince sat upon the 
throne, the counsel which Joseph gave to his fiatheraiid kcethnen 
was the most preposterous that could have been given, and would 
have led to their immediate expulsion. The object of Joseph, evi- 
dently, was, to ingratiate his kindred with Pharoah, and to secure 
for their residence the richest part of the country ; and b j telling 
Fhartoh that they were shepherds, the object was completely 
aectired. It is uttezfy incredible, therefore, that the re^siw 
Pharoah and his court were native Egyptians, to whon d M^ h cr fe 
were an abomination. It follows that the r8%iiijB^ asventgn at the 
time in queati<m was one of the fihephoEd nikn ; and this accounts 
at once bolii to fte adnee df immjfioL to his brethren, and fw the 
dffitb^iBfliuBd fcgflid whidi Pharoah manifested towards them. As 
to Hie remark, ''for every shepherd is an abomination to the 
Egyptians," it refers, says Dr. Eadie, to the keen dislike of the 
Egyptian natives to their Shepherd rulers, by whom they were held 
in subjection. This is consistent. But, to suppose that the remark 
implies that the Shepherd rulers were expelled in the time of Joseph, 
involves the sentiment of Kengstenberg, namely, that Joseph's 
kindred were an abomination to the then reigning Pharoah ; and, 
that it was in disgust that he ordered them away from his presence 
to the distant land of Goshen, — a sentiment which, one would think, 
is too absurd to be for a moment entertained, except under the 
pressure of some conceived chronological necessity. Do sovereigns 
confer high favours upon foreign immigrants in disgust ? Beside, 
such a notion is direoHy contradicted by the whole narrative of the 
interview between Pharoah and Joseph's kindred, and especially by 
the stat^nent of Pharoah to Joseph, " The land of Egypt is before 
thee ; in the best of the land make thy fiither and bretluren to dwell ; 
in the land of Goshen let them dwell : and if thou knowest any men 
of activity among them, then make them rulers over my cattle," Is 
this the-language of a sovereign who abominates the persons of whom 

* Early Oriental History^ p. 81. 
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be is speakingi and who is driving them from his presence in 
Looking at the whole case, then, as presented to us hy the saoved 
writer, we feel conyinced that it was daring the reign of one of the 
8hepherd sovereigns that the Israelites 'went down into the land of 
Eg]^t. • 

With regard to the dynasty under which the Israelites departed 
from Egypt, there is a statement in the first chapter of Exodus that 
requires to he noticed : '' Now there arose up a new king over Egypt 
which knew not Jonph^ And he said unto his people, Behold, the 
people of the children oflsmel are more and mightier than we : Come 
on, let us deal wisely with them ; lest they multiply, and it come to 
pass, that, when there /aUeth out any war, they Join also unto our 
enemies, and Jight against us, and 9o get them up out of the land," 
This language, says Kenrick, points to a change of dynasty, and the 
commencement of the Kew Monarchy ; Dr. Eadie also adopts the 
same view; and in this opinion we think they are sustained by every 
consideration that bears upon the subject. We admit, indeed, that 
the statement may be applied to a new king of the same dynasty as 
that under which the Israelites entered "Egy^t; but it is far more 
consistent and emphatic when applied to ike restoration of a native 
dynasty, which haid no connection with the Israelites. The Shepherd 
Tulers and the Israelites were of the same race, namely, Semitic; 
and Hkewise from the same country, namely, Canaan ; and, conse- 
quently, after the expulsion of the former, it is quite natural that 
.tiie latter should become an object of jealousy and alarm. It must 
be remarked, too, that tiie Israelites dwelt on the eastern frontier of 
the kingdom, and were therefore in the most fftvourable Gfituation for 
forming a coalition with the expelled fbsfdierds. These consider- 
ations give peculiar force to the passage just cited, 'windb, on evesry 
other hypothesis, becomes tame and comparatively destitute of point. 
Although, therefore, we do not adduce the passage in question as 
decisive proof that a change from a Shepherd to a native -dynasty had 
taken place, yet we quite concur in the sentiment of Eenrick and 
Eadie, that such a change frimishes the best interpretation of it; 
and, consequently, that a system of chronology which consistently 
harmonises with this sentiment, is most in accordance with the sacred 
scriptures. 

4. Another point of consideration, and the most important of all, 
so far as the catalogues themselves are concerned, is, that the 
dynasties of Egypt, as given by Manetho, were not successive ; but 
that during the Old and the Middle Monarchies, some of them were 
ootemporary. This idea, which appears to have been first suggested 
by Eusebius, is now so frilly admitted by eminent Egyptologers, not 
excepting ev|p Bunsen himself, that we regard it as a settled 
question. It still remains, however, to determine what dynasties 
were cotemporary, and on what principle the arrangement is to be 
conducted. On this subject, Mr. Poole and Chevalier Bunsen differ 
very considerably. The Chevalier takes the list of Egyptian kings 
by Eratosthenes for his guide, and assuming that this list exhibits the 
correct chronological succession of Egyptian monarchs fropiMenes to 
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the Shepherd inTSsioii^ he makes it the staoidard by which to mea- 
aure the dynasties of Hanetho; and those dynasties, the kings of 
which are not found in the list of Eratosthenes, he exchides from the 
BQooession, and makes them cotemporary with other dynasties. This 
principle of arrangement, if it were well foimded, would decide the 
question as to which dynasties were saccessive and which were not; hut 
tiiere is no oondnsire evid^ice whatever that the kings in the list of 
Eratosthenes were all snccessiye, or that the list temmiates with the 
Shepherd invasion. Both these positions, although defended by 
oonsommate ability, are nevertiieless assumed ; and, consequentiy, as 
stand points, they are of no real value. 

The principle on which Poole proceeds in his arrangement of the 
dynasties, is partly historical, partiy astronomical, and partly monu- 
mental. Bu^ while we think that his arrangement is in tiie main 
correct, we have no confidence in his dates, as they are chiefly based 
on astronomical cycles, which we r^;ard as a very unsubstantial 
foundation for historical chronology. He^has, however, rendered 
great service to the difficult subject on which he has written ; and 
his work, together with that of Bunsen, furnish ample materials from 
which, we believe, a consistent and a tolerably correct table of 
Egyptian kings and dynasties may be constructed. 

Before we proceed any farther in our remarks, we b^ to direct 
the attention of the reader to the annexed Table (YIII.) as the result 
of our inquiries; and which, we think, harmonises with all the 
conclusions stated in this dissertation, and likewise with all the 
known fects connected with Eg3rptian history. 

In remarking upon this Table, it will be proper to observe 
that, in the length of the first, third, fourth, dzth, eighth, 
twelfth, and fifteenth dynasties, I have adopted the corrections of 
Hanetho's catalogue by Bunsen ; with the exception of the first king 
of the third dynasty, to whom I have assigned the 28 years of 
Kanetho, instead of the 79 of Eratosthenes. The second and fifth 
dyniisties I have taken as given by Manetho. To the seventh dynasty 
Bunsen assigns only one king, to whom he gives a reign of 22 years. 
I agree, however, with Eenrick in r^arding the 70 days of Manetho 
as correct; because the 70 days are given in two different places, 
and there is no variation of reading. In the tenth, •eleventii, and 
thirteenth dynasties I have also followed Manetho. With regard to the 
feurteenth dynasty there are three readings, 1 84, 434, and 484 ; as, 
however, th^ were 76 kings in tins dynasty, I have tidcen the largest 
number ; for even this will give only between 6 and 7 yean on an 
average to each king; and it may easily be supposed that the figure 
1, in the first number, has been substituted by mistake for tiie 
figure 4 in the third number. In the other two figure^they agree. 

The names of the dynasties of Egypt appear to have originated, not 
from the names of the different reigning femilies, like those of China 
and of Europe ; but, from the names of the places where the dynasties 
reigned. The Thinite dynasties were so called because their kings 
reigned at This. The Memphite dynasties were so called because 
their kings reigned at Memphis. And so of the other dynasties, viz., 
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the Mephantine, the Heradeopolitaiiy the Diospolite, and the Zoite ^ 
because their kings reigned respectiyely at Elephantis, Heradeopolisy 
Diospolis, and Xois. All this, indeed, seems as clear as language 
can make it. In the absence of direct evidence to the contrary, 
therefore, it must be concluded that the kings of the Thinite 
dynasties reigned only at This, including those parts of the sur- 
rounding country which belonged to the royal city ; that the kings 
of the Memphite dynasties reigned only at Memphis ; and the same 
with regard to all the others. And then, farther, in the absence of 
evidence to the contrary, it is natural to conclude that, where there 
were two or more dynasties, those dynasties were immediately suc- 
cessive. This, indeed, is so represented by Manetho, with reference 
to the Thinite, the Heradeopolitan, and the Diospolite dynasties; 
and since the fact of cotemporary dynasties is admitted, there is no 
reason to suppose but that the dynasties at Memphis were likewise 
immediately successive, i.e,, prior to the Shepherd invasion. " Now, 
it is on the obvious principles stated in this paragraph, tha,t the 
preceding Table is constructed. 

In the numbering of the dynasties, no one, I presume, will suppose 
that Manetho acted at random. He must have been guided by some 
consistent principle. This appears to me to be a point of great 
importance in the arrangement of the cotemporary dynasties ; and 
yet I do not recoUect to have seen the point even mooted in any 
work that has come under my notice. Whether the conclusion to 
which I have arrived on this point is correct, others must judge ; I 
confess, however, that I can conceive of but one principle, on which 
he can have proceeded in this matter, viz., that he numbered the 
dynasties according to the date of their origin, except in those cases 
where there was a succession of dynasties in the same place ; and 
that in those cases he gave the next following number or numbers to 
the next following dynasty or dynasties. This, therefore, is the 
principle adopted in the preceding Table. At This, where the first 
kingdom was founded, there were two dhmasties ; these, therefore, 
Manetho called the first and the second. He then turned to Memphis, 
where a dynasty was established before the first Iliinite dynasty 
was. closed, and this he called the third, and, ponsequently, the suc- 
ceeding one the fourth. Before this dynasty was closed, another 
arose at Elephantis, which he, of course, numbered the fifth. Then 
followed the sixth, seventh, and the eighth, all at Memphis. Shortly 
after the commencement of the eighth, a new dynasty arose at 
Heradeopolis, which was consequently the ninth. Ttds dynasty had 
been established only a few years, when another was erected at 
Diospolis ; but as there was a second at Heradeopolis, that was the 
tenth on his principle of reckoning, and the Diospolite the eleventh. 
Two other Diospolite dynasties succeeded ; and were therefore, in 
accordance with the principle already stated, caUed the twelfth and 
thirteenth. During the twelfth dynasty, another new dynasty was 
founded at Xois, which was numbered the fourteenth. Then fol- 
lowed in succession the fifteenth,' sixteenth, sevenf^nth, and 
eighteenth, at Memphis. Although, therefore, in xegeixd to the 
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^iatAet of time, the seeoiid dynasty was posterior to ihe ^tuid ; the 
tenth to the eleventh and tvrdfm ; and the thirteenth to the four- 
teenth and fifteenlli; yet, this apparent contradiction between the 
order of time and the order of nombers, is ftiUy accounted for by the 
principle before stated, and which is in itself sufficiently intelligible. 

While, however, I know of no objection to the precemng principle 
of arrangement ; and, although I cannot conceive of any other prin- 
ciple by which ICanetho can have been guided in the numbers which 
he has given to the dynasties, it is nevertheless evident that this 
principle admits of considerable latitude in its application. For 
instance, the commencement of the third dynasty might be made 
cotemporary with the latter end of the second ; and the commence- 
ment of the ninth and the eleventh might be made cotemporaiy 
with the last king of the eighth. It becomes necessary, therefore, 
to state the reasons which have induced me to place &em as they 
now stand in the Table. 

Mr. Poole remarks that, ''soon after the establishment of the 
Thinite kingdom. Lower Egypt became an independent state, and 
Memphis was its capital;" and, in perfect accordance with this, Mr. 
Kfflirick also observes liiat, " from the time of Athothis, who built 
the palace at Memphis, we may consider it as flie capital of the Old 
Monarchy." Both these statements are founded on the testimony 
of Manetho, who expressly informs us that Athothis I. built the 
palace at Memphis. Agreeably, therefore, wifli these statements, I 
have placed the commencement of the Memphite d3masty cotem- 
poraiy with the commencement of the reign of the second Thothis ; 
supposing Hiat, while Thothis 11. succeeded his fother at This, 
Scsorcheres, who was probably another son, succeeded him at 
Memphis. 

''The Memphites of the fourth dynasty," says Mr. Poole, "are 
clearly shewn by the monuments to have been in part contemporary 
with tile Elephantines of the fifbh." I have therefore so placed th^n. 

"The Diospolites of the elevenfli and twelfth dynasties," says 
Mr. Poole, " are likewise shewn to have been in part contemporary 
witii the Heradeopolites of the ninth, and flie Shepherds of the 
fifteenth." -This arrangement, too, I have adopted. 

Mr. Poole foither remarks, that "the Xoite kingdom probably 
arose about the time of the Shepherd invasion, shortiy after which 
event the fifteenth dynasty commenced." And with this, also, the 
Table agrees. 

Btmsen, indeed, places the eleventh, twelfth, and the first three 
kings of tiie thirteenth dynasties, as the immediate successors of the 
eighth dynasty ; and, consequeutiy , it would appear, on the throne 
at Memj^ds. This arrangement, however, arises ftom the assump- 
tion that the list of Eratosthenes gives the correct succession of 
Ilgyptian kings; and besides being at variance with the discoveries 
of Poole and the principle already noticed, that the Diospolite kings 
reigned at Diospobs and not at Memphis, it also renders the Egyptiui 
chronology inconsistent with scflpture dates, by carrying the founda- 
tion of the kingdom 2JI0 years too high. Moreover, when the 



63 

BheplierdB invaded "Egypi, iihey took possesaion not of Biospiblit but 
of Hemphifl, which was evidently &e chief seat of £!gyptian royalty ; 
since, l^ taking Memphis, the Shepherds made tliemselves master of 
all Egjrpt. The kings of Heradeopolis, Biospolis, and Xois, it is 
true, snll sat upon l£eir thrones ; but l^ieir power was subordinate 
to the Shepherd rule at Memphis. I have, therefore, placed the 
Shepherd kings as the immediate successors of the eighti^ dynasty on 
^e throne of Memphis; and this arrangement, besides being con- 
sistent with all that is known of E^;yptian history, tends in a great 
measure to haimonise the djrnasties of Manetho with scripture 
chronology. 

Belative to the expulsion of the Shepherds, Manetho states ** that 
the kings of Thebais," t.^^ Diospolis, " and of the other provinces 
of i^^ypt, made an insurrection against the Shepherds, and that a 
long and mighty war was carried on between them, till the Shepherds 
were overcome by a Hug whose name was Alisphragmutihosis, and 
were bv him driven out of Egypt."* From this stetement, then, 
it is evident that a race of kings was still sitting upon the throne of 
Thebae vel Diospolis; and the Table, it will be seen, p^ectLy 
accords with this. Alisphra^uthosis who expelled the Shepherds 
from Memphis, was a Diospolitan long, and was probably the &thfir 
of Amosis, whom he placed upon the Memphite throne; and as the 
whole Diospolitan power seems to have been transferred to Memphis 
a few years afterward, Manetho gives the name of Diospolitan to the 
eighteenth dynasty. 

Having now folly stated the principles on which the preceding 
Table is constructed, its consist^cy with Egyptian history appears 
evident; and its harmony with scripture chronology, as detezmined 
in the preceding pages, seems to me to admit of no rational doubt. 
The IMuge took place b.o. 8,571 years, and the kingdom of Egypt 
was founded by Menes b.c 3,020, thus giving 661 years from the 
Deluge to the foundation of the kingdom, — a period with which, I < 
presume, fewchronologers will be dic^posedto quarreL ThelsraeHtes 
entered Egypt b.c. 2,149, and consequently in the 27th year of 1^ 
reignof Jamas, whose dreams Joseph had interpreted 9 years before ; 
and Jos^h died 2 years before the dose of the dynai^, at which 
time it is probaUe that the 400 years' affliction of flie Israelites 
commenced, not in consequence of any hostility manifested to them 
by the succeeding kings, but in consequence of the loss of some 
amount of protection and countenance wnich tiiey experienced as the 
result of the death of Joseph and the change of the dynasty : and 
that all this agrees with the scripture account cannot be questioned. 
Moses was bom b.o. 1 799, t.0., 26 years after the accession of Amosisy 
a native I^gyptian prince, to the throne. Her& was the new king 
who loiew not Joseph, and who commenced a system of tlie most 
cruel oppression, on the ground that the Israelites had become very 
numerous and powerfrd, which shews that they had now been a long 
time in Egypt; and also on the ground that mej were &vourable to 

* Cory's Ancient Fragments, p. 171. 
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the Shepherds who were but jnst expelled; and thai all thia^ toOy 
exactly accords with the scnptnre statements^ is obvions to every 
reader. And then the exodus of iStte Israelites took place in the year 
B.C. 1 7 19; the last year of the reign of Thothmosis III., before whom 
Moses had performed his miracles, and who was drowned in the 
Bed Sea while pnrsoing his intended victims ; so that not only the 
exodns, and the last year of this glorious, proud, and obdurate king 
exactly synchronise ; but the time also that elapsed from the entrance 
of the Israelites into Egypt to the commencement of the eighteenth 
dynasty, allows sufficient time for their mighty increase, as noticed 
by the new king. All these points of consiBtency and harmony, 
therofore, and without the slightest violence practised on any portion 
either <^ Egjrptiaii or sacrod history, seem to me to veiuP^ the 
substantial correctness both of the prosent arrangement of Manetho's 
dynasties, and the biblical chroncdogy maintaia&d in the preceding 
pages. 
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